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implemented, even every-day household prod-
ucts like garden-hose fasteners and window
fixtures could be forced to comply with the ad-
ditional burdens of the Act. Furthermore, the
automotive industry projects the cost of com-
pliance for the motor vehicle industry could be
greater than $300 million a year without nec-
essarily enhancing vehicle safety.

As Chairman of the Committee on Science,
I have pledged to hold additional hearings on
the issue beginning next month. Technology
Subcommittee Chairwoman MORELLA will
again take the lead on these important hear-
ings, and I would like to thank her for all her
support and hard work to date on this impor-
tant issue. We may find that changes in the
fastener manufacturing process have dimin-
ished the need for the Fastener Quality Act.
H.R. 3824 will give us the time needed to en-
sure that costly and redundant regulations do
not go into force.

H.R.3824 passed the House by voice vote
on June 16, 1998. It has wide bipartisan sup-
port and has been endorsed by several busi-
ness associations, including the U.S. Chamber
of Commerce. As the Chamber concludes in
their endorsement letter, ‘‘H.R. 3824 * * * is
an important step to help ensure that Ameri-
ca’s manufacturing economy and consumers
are not harmed by outdated or unnecessary
regulations’’.

I strongly urge all my colleagues to support
this common-sense legislation.

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, I want to
indicate that the minority has been
consulted on this unanimous consent
request and that we have no objection
to its consideration.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to support swift passage of H.R. 3824 so that
it may be sent immediately to the President
and enacted into law before the October 25th
implementation date for the Fastener Quality
Act regulations.

As chairwoman of the Technology Sub-
committee which has held a hearing to exam-
ine the Fastener Quality Act and Aviation
Manufacturing, I can report that there is con-
sensus among the aviation industry, FAA and
NIST that a federal quality assurance process
already exists to certify the quality and safety
of proprietary fasteners manufactured or al-
tered specifically for use by aviation manufac-
turers. Adding another set of federal regula-
tions and involving another federal agency in
that process would hinder the efficiency of
aviation manufacturing and add to the costs of
production, while potentially degrading the
level of safety currently provided by the FAA.

In addition to addressing issues raised
about the Fastener Quality Act’s impact on the
aviation industry, I am pleased H.R. 3824 also
includes an amendment that I offered during
the Science Committee’s mark-up of the legis-
lation to delay the implementation of the Fas-
tener Quality Act’s regulations on all other in-
dustries until no earlier than June of 1999.
The extra time will allow Congress to review
the industries affected by the Fastener Quality
Act and determine what changes to the Act
may be needed.

Without the delay in implementation of the
regulations, several industries—including the
automotive manufacturing industry—may suf-
fer production delays that will impede product

delivery and increase costs. As we all know,
increases in production costs result in job-lay-
offs and higher prices charged to consumers.

As Chairman SENSENBRENNER mentioned,
the Technology Subcommittee plans to hold
another hearing on this subject after the Au-
gust recess. As chairwoman of the Sub-
committee, I will continue to work with NIST,
the automotive manufacturers and other indus-
tries impacted by the Fastener Quality Act to
avoid promulgating costly regulations which
are unnecessarily burdensome.

I would like to thank Chairman SENSEN-
BRENNER and Technology Ranking Member
BARCIA for their important work on this critical
measure. I urge all my colleagues to support
this important legislation.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 3824, a bill amending the Fas-
tener Quality Act. The Committee on Com-
merce was named as an additional committee
of jurisdiction on this bill and has had a long-
standing interest in the issue of fastener qual-
ity and the Fastener Quality Act. This interest
goes back to the 100th Congress, at which
time the Committee undertook an investigation
of counterfeit and substandard fasteners. This
investigation resulted in the issuance of a
unanimously approved Subcommittee report
entitled ‘‘The Threat from Substandard Fasten-
ers: Is America Losing Its Grip?’’ which ulti-
mately led to the approval by our respective
committees of the Fastener Quality Act of
1990.

H.R. 3824, as approved by the House,
would amend the Fastener Quality act in two
ways. First, the bill exempts fasteners ap-
proved for use in aircraft by the Federal Avia-
tion Administration from the requirements of
the Act. Secondly, it delays implementation of
the final regulations until the Secretary of
Commerce and the Congress have had an op-
portunity to consider developments in manu-
facturing and quality assurance techniques
since the law was enacted.

During the consideration of the bill by the
other body, the study to be conducted by the
Secretary of Commerce was amended to in-
clude an analysis of other regulatory programs
which cover fasteners and the extent to which
there may be duplication between the Fas-
tener Quality Act and those programs. The
elimination of duplicative programs is an im-
portant and worthwhile goal, and the Commit-
tee on Commerce has no objections so that
amendment.

It is my understanding that the Secretary of
Commerce has delayed the implementation of
the rules promulgated pursuant to the Fas-
tener Quality Act in anticipation of this legisla-
tion. Because of the importance of this bill,
and the cooperation of Chairman SENSEN-
BRENNER in addressing our concerns through-
out the process, the Committee on Commerce
has chosen not to exercise its rights to sepa-
rate consideration of the measure. However,
we have been involved throughout the
House’s consideration of the legislation, and
would urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that H.R. 3842
should be sent to the President for his signa-
ture, and urge my colleagues support this bill
as well.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the initial request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on H.R. 3824.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
f

BIPARTISAN CAMPAIGN
INTEGRITY ACT OF 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 442 and rule XXIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill, H.R. 2183.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2183) to amend the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 to reform the fi-
nancing of campaigns for elections for
Federal office, and for other purposes,
with Mr. EWING (Chairman pro tem-
pore) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When

the Committee of the Whole House rose
on Monday, August 3, 1998, amendment
No. 13 by the gentleman from Connecti-
cut (Mr. SHAYS) had been disposed of.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
Wednesday, August 5, 1998, no further
amendment is in order except the fol-
lowing amendments:

Amendment No. 15 by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY), de-
batable before offered for 40 minutes;
amendment No. 7 by the gentleman
from California (Mr. FARR) debatable
before offered for 40 minutes; amend-
ment No. 5 by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLITTLE) debatable be-
fore offered for 40 minutes; amendment
No. 4 by the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) debatable before offered for
40 minutes; and amendment No. 8 by
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
HUTCHINSON) debatable before offered
for 60 minutes.

Each amendment may be offered only
in the order stated and shall not be
subject to amendment. The additional
period of general debate prescribed
under House Resolution 442 shall not
exceed the time stated for each amend-
ment pursuant to the order of the
House and each amendment shall not
otherwise be debatable.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
the legislative day of Wednesday, Au-
gust 5, 1998, it is now in order to debate
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the subject matter of the amendment
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
as No. 15.

Pursuant to House Resolution 442 and
that order, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. TIERNEY) and a Member
opposed will each control 20 minutes.

The chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY).

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I voted for the Shays-
Meehan bill. I view that passage as one
step in the right direction, an impor-
tant step but a step toward where we
need to end up. I voted for the Shays-
Meehan bill because it will eliminate
soft money and the influence of soft
money but it still, even after passage,
preserves an element of the status quo
and the current way that we do busi-
ness.

The Tierney substitute amendment
proposes an alternative to the private
money changes. It is called the clean
money option. It is an approach that
has already been passed into law in the
State of Vermont by its legislature
there and by the main ballot referen-
dum.

Under a clean money system, a can-
didate who agrees to forego private
contributions including his or her own
and accept spending limits receives a
limited allocation to run their cam-
paign from publicly financed clean
elections funds. It is not a blank check.
Participating candidates must meet all
local ballot qualification requirements
and gather a significant number of $5
contributions from the voters they
seek to represent.

Clean money campaign reform is
both simple to understand and sweep-
ing in scope. It is a voluntary system
that meets the test of constitutional-
ity under the Supreme Court’s ruling
in Buckley versus Valeo. It effectively
provides a fair playing field for all can-
didates who are able to demonstrate a
substantial base of popular support. It
strengthens American democracy by
returning political power to the ballot
box.

Few of the other approaches cur-
rently under debate come close to the
comprehensive solution because they
all preserve a central role for private
money. What sets the clean money
campaign reform apart is that it at-
tacks the root cause of the crisis that
is perceived in our system, namely a
system founded on private money that
comes from a small fraction of the
electorate and is dominated by wealthy
special interests.

As elected public officials, we should
be seen only to owe our allegiance to
the people who sent us here, not the
largest campaign contributors. It
comes down to this, Mr. Chairman:
Who should be perceived to own the of-
fice that we serve, the public- or the
private-money interests?

The public gets it. They know what
needs to be done. Various clean-money
campaign reform bill ballot initiatives
and grassroots movements are now in

motion in more than 3 dozen commu-
nities. If we cannot act here in Wash-
ington to change the system, the vot-
ers will increasingly do it for us, Mr.
Chairman. So we should all get ready
because it is happening in our respec-
tive states.

This proposal is sweeping in its
breadth and it deserves full delibera-
tion and full debate. It could benefit
from the input of the Members of this
Congress on both sides of the aisle. It is
unfortunate, Mr. Chairman, that we
did not get a chance to go through full
committee hearings to have the full
input of this body so that we could
make sure that we have the complete
support. And we all saw how much
work was done and the belaboring that
had to be completed just to get the
Shays-Meehan aspect through this
Congress.

Mr. Chairman, Shays-Meehan is a
part of this bill, but we need to do
more. The commission in Shays-Mee-
han, hopefully, will allow us to address
this, to observe the work that is done
in the communities, and move forward.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY) op-
posed to the amendment?

Mr. NEY. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The

gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY) is rec-
ognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. DAVIS).
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Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I voted for the Shays-Meehan bill. I did
so because it goes a long way towards
moving us in the direction of cleaning
up our campaigns. But it really did not
go far enough, and the level of con-
fidence is so low that we need to go for
the jugular. Tierney goes much fur-
ther. In order to clean up, we need to
seriously take some of the money out
of politics, provide some public financ-
ing for all Federal campaigns, set a
limit on Federal candidates’ use of per-
sonal funds, provide voters with
enough unfiltered information so that
they can make rational decisions that
are informed, shorten the election
cycle, create a truly independent regu-
latory agency to monitor campaigns
and elections, require paid lobbyists to
publicly report who and when they
lobby, create a universal voter reg-
istration system, and require full dis-
closure of all independent expendi-
tures. As I indicated, I voted for Shays-
Meehan but I think we need to go for
the jugular and really clean up our
elections. I support the Tierney sub-
stitute. It goes much further.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly agree that campaign finance
reform must be passed by this House
and this Congress and I remain com-

mitted to working with my colleagues
to ensure swift passage of the Shays-
Meehan bill. The present campaign fi-
nance system is a blot on our democ-
racy. In fact, if it is not tamed, if we do
not fix this broken system, future his-
torians may write that American de-
mocracy had a good 200-year run but
then like Roman democracy it evolved
into an oligarchy. We must fix this.

The public already believes, partly
correctly, that this House does the bid-
ding mainly of the special interests and
the big money people and that the lit-
tle people, the ordinary people, cannot
really affect what we do. There is more
than an element of truth to that. The
Shays-Meehan bill is a great and essen-
tial step, but it is limited. It deals with
the soft money plague, it deals with
the sham issue ads that advocate for a
candidate or against a candidate, but if
we pass the Shays-Meehan bill, as I be-
lieve it is essential that we do, it will
reform us all the way back to 1992
when I first came here and we were
talking about the great need for cam-
paign finance reform.

Mr. Chairman, this substitute cleans
up the system. It says for those who
opt into it, we are not giving an advan-
tage to candidates of great personal
wealth or who sell themselves out to
the special interests or to incumbents.
We are going to level the playing field.
Everyone will get a free frank and
cheap TV ads and public financing; al-
most complete, limited amount but al-
most complete public financing for the
campaign. That is the only way to
change our system from what it is be-
coming, a system of one dollar, one
vote, back to what it was supposed to
be, a system of one person, one vote.
We have to give challengers a real
chance at incumbents. We have to
make sure that we do not lock in in-
cumbents, millionaires or celebrities.
We have to restore democracy to this
great country and preserve our democ-
racy. I submit that ultimately we will
have to do this. This is the best way to
do it. I urge support for the clean
money substitute which will also be on
the ballot in New York this year. I as-
sume that we will become the next city
and State to advance this cause.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER).

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I
certainly commend the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY) as a
freshman member of this House for the
wonderful work he has done in advanc-
ing the cause of cleaning up the cam-
paign finance system. I want to call
particular attention to his provisions
that provide free television time for
candidates. This is a cause that I have
long championed. The gentleman from
Massachusetts’ provisions and my own
bill start from a fundamental and well-
established premise that the Nation’s
airwaves belong to the American peo-
ple. The measure would require broad-
cast stations as a condition of licensing
to provide free television time in mod-
est amounts for political candidates.
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The reasoning behind the free tele-
vision time is simple. In the past elec-
tion season, spending levels for Federal
elections shattered all previous
records, and broadcast advertising is
the single most expensive factor in
Federal elections. House candidates
spend more than a quarter of their
total campaign funds on broadcast ad-
vertising. The figure last year was clos-
er to two-thirds.

In 1972, political candidates spent $25
million on television commercials. In
1996, they spent $400 million, an aston-
ishing increase. These dramatic in-
creases in the price of advertising time
are the major cause of the spiraling
cost of running for office in our coun-
try and the ensuing money chase.
Given the vast sums of money required
to run for office, wealthy individuals
have a significant advantage over the
ordinary citizen candidate. That is
hardly representative government. The
cost of running for political office in
America has simply become too high.

The time for this legislation has
come, Mr. Chairman. Last year broad-
casters received a windfall in the form
of a whole new spectrum of digital TV
channels. In light of this gift and the
huge new revenue sources it will open
up, these stations can certainly afford
to give a little back in the name of the
public interest and in the public good.
All we are really asking them to do is
very little.

I urge my colleagues’ support for this
measure.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, to my
mind the real strength of this democ-
racy lies in the fact that every citizen,
regardless of their circumstances, has
the opportunity to participate fully in
the electoral process, including the op-
portunity to run for office. And that
includes, of course, the Congress of the
United States. Unfortunately that
principle works more in theory than it
does in practice under the present set
of circumstances. That is why cam-
paign finance reform is so critically
important and that is why this particu-
lar approach to reforming the way we
finance our campaigns, that which is
offered by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts, is so much to the point. Be-
cause it provides that opportunity for
every citizen in a real sense. Under the
provisions of this legislation, should it
become law, people could run for the
Congress regardless of how well or
poorly connected they might be. Under
the provisions of this bill, people do
not have to have personal fortunes or
be able to raise huge amounts of money
in order to finance political campaigns.
This legislation provides the financial
wherewithal for even those of the most
modest means who are capable and in-
terested in participating in the public
process to do so and to run for public
office and to make a real, substantial
contribution. It realizes fully and com-
pletely, more so perhaps than at any

other time in our history the full po-
tential of the democratic process, by
making every citizen eligible. It frees
candidates and elected officials alike of
the drudgery and the demeaning proc-
ess of having to raise enormous
amounts of money in order to finance
campaigns. This is real campaign fi-
nance reform. It is what we need to
open up this process. Among other
things, it requires that the public
means of discourse in our country,
principally radio and television, are
made available to all candidates equi-
tably and openly. I support this bill. I
hope others will, too. It is real cam-
paign finance reform. It will do the job
in a meaningful and complete and com-
prehensive way.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MILLER).

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the Tierney
amendment for clean campaigns. I
want to commend the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) who is here on
the floor this morning and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN) for all of their efforts to pass the
Shays-Meehan bill. It is a historic step
in campaign finance reform, it is a his-
toric step for this House to pass it and
hopefully in September the Senate will
find the courage to do the same and the
President will sign that bill. But even
after the signing of that bill and that
historic reform, we are still left with
the system that requires the addiction
of politicians to special interest
money. We are still left with the sys-
tem where Members of the House of
Representatives and Members of the
Senate are required every day to go to
the Republican headquarters or to the
Democratic headquarters and get on
the phone and call people they do not
know who represent special interests
and ask them for $1,000 or $5,000 to fund
their campaigns, then come back here
when the bell sounds for a vote and
vote for or against those very same
parties. Nobody in America believes
that that is a pure system. Nobody in
America believes that that is a system
without conflicts of interest. And no-
body in America believes that that is a
system that is not corroding and not
corrupting the democratic principles of
the House of Representatives and of
the United States Senate of this coun-
try. That is why we have got to take
the next step. We have got to take the
next step toward clean money and
clean campaigns. That is what the
Tierney legislation does. That is what
the people of Vermont and the people
of Maine have said they want. They
want to break this link between special
interest contributions and the phone
calls that their members in the State
legislatures had to make and all of the
visits and all of the parties to raise
this special interest money. They said,
‘‘We had rather put up our own money

and make sure you’re working for us as
opposed to the special interests.’’ That
is what the Tierney legislation does. I
want to commend the gentleman from
Massachusetts for his effort on this
legislation.

People will tell you that you can
never have public financing of cam-
paigns, that the public will never go for
it. What makes them think the public
is going for the system we have today?
Every campaign cycle, we raise more
and more money from the special inter-
ests and every campaign cycle we
spend more and more money on the
elections, and every campaign cycle
fewer and fewer Americans show up to
vote, because they do not believe it is
on the level. They do not believe that
challengers have a chance. They do not
believe that the incumbents are listen-
ing to them. They do not believe when
people are elected to office that they
represent them. They believe that they
represent the $1,000 contributor, the
$5,000 contributor, the $100,000 contrib-
utor. They are not too far wrong. That
is why we need the clean campaign,
clean money bill. That is why we need
to break this addiction to special inter-
est money and that is why we need the
Tierney bill. I want to commend the
gentleman for having the courage to
offer this legislation.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN).

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to thank my colleague from Mas-
sachusetts, another outstanding mem-
ber of the freshman class dedicated to
reform, for offering this alternative. In
a perfect world, the Congress would
pass a measure like the Tierney sub-
stitute. The Tierney proposal would
provide full public subsidies as well as
free broadcast time to Federal can-
didates. If you really look at our elec-
tion system to the extent that we are
able to reduce the amount of private
money and remove private money from
elections and instead have public fund-
ing, that is the cleanest way to have an
election.

The other thing that is critical with
this proposal is the fact that it looks
at broadcast time. If we look around
the country, it is obvious to see that
the reason congressional campaigns
and Senate campaigns and presidential
campaigns are increasing, the costs are
increasing dramatically, it is because
of television time. One of the things
that my partner from Connecticut in
working on our legislation, the Shays-
Meehan bill, one of the things that we
worked on with trying to get in our
comprehensive bill was a way to get in-
centives for people to agree to spending
caps and provide incentives by cutting
the cost of television. So I think my
colleague from Massachusetts gets di-
rectly at the heart of what is corrupt-
ing campaigns in America.

I think in a more perfect Congress,
all campaign finance proposals would
include a public financing element, be-
cause only when we take this private
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money out of the system will the ties
between money and legislating be con-
clusively severed.

My colleague’s substitute is also im-
portant because I think it highlights
the importance of the commission
made in order by the Shays-Meehan
bill. There are a lot of great ideas in
this House of Representatives for
changes we ought to make in our cam-
paign finance system. Added by an
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DINGELL ), two other heroes of reform
in this Congress, the commission provi-
sion of the Shays-Meehan bill will give
the Congress an opportunity to con-
sider other important reform proposals
like the Tierney proposal for public fi-
nancing, for free air time and for all of
the proposals that we think may help
to lessen the influence of special inter-
ests in congressional elections across
this country.

I know that my friend from Massa-
chusetts has worked diligently within
the freshman class on campaign fi-
nance reform. I want to say, there are
so many freshman Members of this
House, so many who have been so dedi-
cated to campaign finance reform, I
want to make it clear, we would not be
where we are today, on the verge of
passing historic campaign finance re-
form, if it were not for the efforts of
the gentleman from Massachusetts and
the other freshman Members from
throughout this country who have
stood with us, stood with us on reform,
worked with us on proposals, supported
the Shays-Meehan legislation and
made it a priority.
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Mr. Chairman, I thank my colleague

for his commitment on this issue.
Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield back

the balance of my time.
Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, I want to just associ-

ate myself with all the remarks of the
colleagues who spoke previously on
this issue. I want to say that this is
what the clean-money, clean-election
bill essentially does. It eliminates the
perceived and the real conflicts of in-
terest caused by the direct financing of
campaigns with private interests. It
limits campaign spending. It allows
qualified individuals to run for office
regardless of their own personal eco-
nomic status or their access to large
contributors. It frees candidates and
elected officials from the burden of
continuous fund-raising. And it short-
ens the effective length of the cam-
paigns and deceases the cost of cam-
paigns by forcing the broadcasters to
step forward with their responsibility
in return for the large amounts of spec-
trum they receive for very little con-
tribution on their side. It rids of the
system of the disfavored soft money. It
is voluntary, giving incentives for peo-
ple to get involved with the system and
making sure that people find out the
better alternative. It leaves no one uni-
laterally disarmed. It simply puts a

fair playing out there, and the public
gets back its elective process. The best
organized candidates with the best
messages win, and so do the voters.

That said, Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand, as the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) said, this is not
a perfect world. In a perfect world this
bill would come before this body, would
be deliberated fully, would get the im-
print of all the Members, would be per-
fected and would be passed, and it
would become the law of this land. But
right now we all saw the effort it took
to get Shays-Meehan forward, and we
will not in any way be seen as stepping
in the path of that. We are going to
make sure that Shays-Meehan goes
through this House, that it gets
brought over to the other body, that
hopefully public opinion, individuals,
as well as editorial boards, will hold
them to the process of this year pass-
ing at least the Shays-Meehan ban on
soft money and further disclosure for
fair elections. That part will go, and
then hopefully the commission under
the Shays-Meehan bill will make sure
that we get a chance to go where the
public already is on this.

Let me close, Mr. Chairman, if I
would, with the words of the late sen-
ator from Arizona, Barry Goldwater.
He said:

The fact that liberty depended on honest
elections was of the utmost importance of
the patriots who founded our Nation and
wrote the Constitution. They knew that cor-
ruption destroyed the prime requisite of con-
stitutional liberty, an independent legislator
free from any influence other than that of
the people. Applying these principles to mod-
ern times we can make the following conclu-
sions. To be successful representative gov-
ernment assumes that the elections will be
controlled by the citizenry at large, not by
those who give the most money. Electors
must believe their vote counts. Elected offi-
cials must owe their allegiance to the peo-
ple, not to their own wealth or to the wealth
of interest groups who speak only for the
selfish fringes of the whole community.

Mr. Chairman, we should all stand
behind those words, we should all move
Shays-Meehan forward, we should then
have the commission look at other al-
ternatives like this Canady substitute
amendment. This body, which has such
genius within it, should look those
terms over, add its comments to it and
improve this bill and perfect it so that
we have a vehicle that reflects what
the people in this country want, which
is clean elections with clean money
and not beholden to special interests.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the colleague
from Ohio, and I thank all of my col-
leagues for speaking on this, and with
the Chair’s indulgence I look forward
to passing Shays-Meehan through this
House, through the Senate and having
it become law, and in future years, Mr.
Chairman, I look forward to us getting
to where the public already is, clean
money, clean elections.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Does the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY) intend not to
offer his amendment?

Mr. TIERNEY. Yes, Mr. Chairman,
for the reasons stated we will not be
seen as interfering with the process of
Shays-Meehan.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore.
Amendment No. 15 not being offered, as
announced by the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY), pursuant to
the order of the House of the legisla-
tive day of Wednesday, August 5, 1998,
it is now in order to debate the subject
matter of the amendment printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as No. 7.

Pursuant to House Resolution 442 and
that order, the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. FARR) and a Member opposed
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. FARR).

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise on my bill,
which is the substitute bill. It is called
the Farr bill, or better known around
here as H.R. 600. This bill was intro-
duced on February 5, 1997, a year and a
half ago. It has 106 cosponsors, all of
them Democrats. It is a shame that we
could not get bipartisan support on
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, it is a comprehensive
campaign reform. Unlike the Shays-
Meehan bill, it is a bill that still to
this day in the stage it is on the floor
is comprehensive. It is based on four
principles of campaign reform, the
principles of fairness; that is, the bill
should not favor one party over an-
other; the principle to reduce the influ-
ence of special interests. We have the
bill that reforms PAC contributions,
large donor contributions, bundling
and soft money. Third, the principle of
level playing field; that is, make cam-
paigns competitive by enacting spend-
ing limits. And fourth, to assess to
make the system accessible to non-
traditional candidates, make it pos-
sible for minorities and for women to
run for this House of Representatives.
This House ought to reflect the com-
position of the people it governs in the
United States, and, therefore, we need
more people of color and more women
in office.

Mr. Chairman, how are we going do
that under the tradition that we have
established in America that just says,
‘‘You can spend as much money as you
can raise,’’ and we go on, and on, and
on.

What this bill does is it sets spending
limits, it sets new PAC limits, it sets
new individual contributions limits, it
eliminates bundling. We made an ex-
ception to those organization who do
not come up here and lobby, that do
not make efforts to campaign on the
Hill to have connection between the
money and their issue on the Hill. So,
organizations like Emily’s List or Wish
List are still available under our bill.
It eliminates soft money, but it does
one thing different than the Shays-
Meehan bill does: it still allows for
States to do voter registration, voter
build up, essentially allowing at the
State level people to be encouraged to
get into the public process of electing
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their Members of Congress. It broadens
the definition of express advocacy so
that those third party, undisclosed,
sort of hit pieces as we have come to
know them, will no longer be allowed
to be done without telling the people
whose doing it, and it establishes a
lower cost rate for those candidates
that voluntarily pledge to limit their
spending so that they will get cheaper
rates at television and radio.

That is essentially what the bill does.
Now the history of those who have

watched this debate, who have listened
to debate and have written about cam-
paign reform, they know that this has
all been historically proposed by the
Democrats. I hate to stand here in a
partisan way in this Chamber, but we
have to because the history of the ef-
fort is that the Republican party has
opposed all efforts to do campaign re-
form. This bill is a good example. The
bill came out of the bill that President
Bush vetoed in 1992. If my colleagues
look over the history, they will see
that there is constant defeat of efforts
of campaign reform spelled out in the
congressional history.

Mr. Chairman, in this decade alone a
bill similar to the one that is on the
floor right now passed this House in
1990. Another one passed when it came
back from the Senate in 1991, and Bush
vetoed it in 1992. In 1993 the Democrats
passed out a comprehensive campaign
reform bill, filibustered in the Senate
in 1994. Then guess what happened? The
Republicans took over this House, and
we have seen not one, nada, nothing in
campaign finance reform.

Thank God for the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN), two colleagues here who have put
together an effort similar to mine,
started at that same place, started at
the same time. They negotiated like
mad, and had they not had the courage
and particularly the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) to stand up
against his leadership and tell him that
time was now to bring the bill to the
floor we would not have had the debate
nor the successful vote even though
their bill is much watered down, much
different than when it started out,
much compromise, and, as the news-
papers have said, the effort is not over
yet.

So this challenge, this bill, this mo-
ment, is whether we in Congress can
stand up and really do comprehensive
campaign reform.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. FAZIO).

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to thank my colleague,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FARR), for yielding me this time, and I
rise to commend the hard work and
dedication of my good friend.

I have spent more than half of my 20
years in Congress trying to convince
my colleagues of the need for com-
prehensive campaign finance reform.
Throughout the years Republican oppo-

sition has prevented the enactment of
meaningful campaign finance reform.

For example, in 1987 our Senate col-
leagues showed an early willingness to
pass campaign reform. However, it
failed as a result of GOP opposition. In
1990 the House and Senate voted for
campaign spending limits, but the Sen-
ate Republican leadership stalled on
appointing conferees and, as a result,
the differences were unsettled and the
bill died. In 1991 the House and Senate
passed a campaign finance reform bill,
but President Bush vetoed that con-
ference report in 1992. In 1993 both the
House and the Senate again passed
campaign reform bills, but in 1994 the
Republicans blocked the appointment
of conferees in the Senate. As a result
another reform bill died. In 1996 Repub-
licans offered a sham campaign finance
reform bill that was defeated when
more than a hundred members of their
own party joined all Democrats in op-
position.

Mr. Chairman, over the last decade
Democrats have been leading the fight
to fundamentally reform our campaign
finance system. In 1996 my colleague
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FARR) offered a spending limit bill
which would have fundamentally re-
formed the campaign system in this
country. The Farr bill would level the
playing field for candidates who agree
to voluntarily limit their campaign
spending. It would limit the influence
of wealthy donors on our campaigns
and encourages small local contribu-
tors. Like the Shays-Meehan bill, the
Farr bill addresses the huge unreported
spending of soft money and independ-
ent expenditures in a comprehensive
manner.

The Republican leadership of this
House has done everything possible to
prevent real campaign reform from
coming to this floor. At best, if we stay
together now, we will enact these two
important reforms through the Shays-
Meehan bill, but we will not have
taken the need for comprehensive re-
form off the table. It remains a respon-
sibility for future congresses.

Mr. Chairman, this is my last term in
Congress. During my tenure I have
worked hard to achieve comprehensive
campaign reform that would restore
the trust and encourage greater public
participation by the American people. I
hope the Members of the 106th Con-
gress will make this a priority and
summon up the courage to pass a com-
plete comprehensive reform bill like
the Farr bill that has been blocked re-
peatedly by Republican leadership in
this House and in the Senate.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I yield myself
such time as I might consume, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, first of all I want to
compliment the sincerity of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR) in

his work on campaign finance reform,
and even though we might have some
disagreements on the approach, cer-
tainly he has been a very active partic-
ipant in this process, and I certainly
extend my compliments to him for the
work that he has done.

And, as we worked on the Freshman
Task Force, which I cochaired with the
gentleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) my
Democrat colleague, we heard a lot of
different ideas, and if I recall correctly,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FARR) came and gave testimony before
the hearing of our task force which was
very helpful. But we made a decision as
we went through this that we wanted
to seek campaign finance reform en-
acted into law, and so we evaluated
many different ideas, one of them that
was addressed by Mr. FARR that had
some interesting ideas, but there was
not any practical way it was going to
go through this body or through the
Senate, and it perhaps raises some con-
stitutional questions.
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So, for that reason, those ideas were
not adopted by the freshman task
force, and we came up with a broad-
based bipartisan bill that will be of-
fered later on the floor today that I be-
lieve has a real chance of passing the
Senate, but also being signed into law
and being upheld by the United States
Supreme Court. I guess that is my
greatest objection to the legislation
being proposed by the gentleman from
California. I believe that it has some
constitutional problems.

One of the things that is mentioned
in his proposal is there is a 35 percent
tax on contributions of candidates who
do not participate in the voluntary
spending limits. I believe that that has
some serious constitutional implica-
tions because, for the first time in our
history, we would be imposing a reve-
nue-generating source for the govern-
ment on free speech. All of a sudden,
the tax money is going to be coming in
from candidates, and it would certainly
increase the bureaucracy and power of
the Federal Elections Commission. So
that is an area that I think has some
severe constitutional problems.

Also, by the public benefits that flow
in that direction with the reduced post-
al rates, the benefits that go of public
money, public subsidized money to can-
didates, I think raises some questions
and obviously some bureaucratic prob-
lems. It gives a preference clearly to
mailing over television, which is inter-
esting, because it requires reduced
rates by television, and also increases
the postal opportunities.

But one thing I did want to com-
pliment the gentleman on, and I want-
ed to yield to the gentleman for an an-
swer to a question, if he might, I just
wanted to be able to pose a question to
the gentleman, and also to compliment
the gentleman.

I noticed that in the gentleman’s pro-
posal and in his speech he made ref-
erence to the fact that he bans soft
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money to the Federal political parties.
I think that that is the right approach.
But then you made the point that you
did not, if I understand correctly, ban
soft money by the state parties. That
way they could utilize that money for
get-out-the-vote efforts. Am I under-
standing the bill correctly?

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, that is one thing the gentleman
is correct on. But the gentleman is ab-
solutely wrong on the fact there is any
public money on this and it is uncon-
stitutional, because it is totally vol-
untary on the part of the candidate.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I appreciate the an-
swer, but if I could focus on the simi-
larity of the gentleman’s bill with the
freshmen’s bill, you made a decision in
your bill that you should ban soft
money to the Federal political parties,
but not ban it to the state parties. I
think that is exactly the right ap-
proach, and if you could take that out
of there and build a proposal around
there, I think that is very helpful.

That is quite in contrast to the
Shays-Meehan approach that, in my
judgment, would federalize the state
election process by saying that the
states could not utilize money that is
lawful in that state for get-out-the-
vote efforts for their legislative can-
didates or for their gubernatorial can-
didates. So I compliment the gen-
tleman for recognizing that distinction
and recognizing the role of the states.
I think the gentleman has done a very,
very effective job on that particular
point.

I mentioned the fact, and, again, this
is a very well-intentioned proposal and
I apologize if I misstated it in any fash-
ion, and it is going to have a good vote
today I would anticipate, but I think
we have to look at what we are trying
to accomplish, which is signing reform
into law. We have to look at what the
Senate is going to do and whether they
are going to enact anything during this
session.

I noticed in one of the Washington
publications there was an interview
with some of the Senators over there
as to what they are going to accept.
They pointed out that on the Shays-
Meehan proposal, which is really I
think is more moderate perhaps than
the proposal by the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR), but they said
‘‘been there, done that; dead on arriv-
al.’’

I think the reform people have got to
be concerned about what is new over
there, and they could possibly have an
opportunity of generating more sup-
port and more votes. So I think we
need to take that approach, and that is
why I think the freshman bill, in con-
trast to some of the other proposals,
really elevates the potential for enact-
ing campaign finance reform legisla-
tion this year.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the kind remarks by
the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes
to the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. GEJDENSON), a person who led this
effort before I ever got elected here. I
am sort of the ‘‘Son of Sam’’ on this
issue to Sam Gejdenson from Connecti-
cut, who has been a great leader and
historian on campaign finance reform.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to thank the gentleman
from California (Mr. FARR) for his con-
tinued efforts.

Frankly, I come to the floor some-
what frustrated today. Instead of being
involved in a process whose intent is to
come out with the kind of positive leg-
islation that the American people seek,
to lessen the importance of money and
the time spent raising money, we are
in a game. This is worse than the Iron
Man or the Iditarod.

The Republican leadership of the
Congress has us in an endless race,
with ambushes at every step of the
way. We cannot have an honest discus-
sion about the proposal of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR) be-
cause we have a process that has been
so rigged and so extended, there is real-
ly only one shot to move forward. So
we come here today not so much in de-
bate, but in trying to bring one of the
most tortured processes that I have
seen in the Congress to its conclusion.

The American people are not going to
be thrilled with what happens here. We
will hopefully get out a bill that makes
some major reforms. It will then clear-
ly be killed by the Republican leader-
ship in the Senate. It has taken us long
enough to get here, and it is going to
be awfully hard to break that hold.
That has been the record of not just
the leadership of this Republican Con-
gress, but of the Republican Congress
over the last 30 years, first the over-
riding efforts of Richard Nixon’s veto
to establish a commission simply to
record and keep track of contributions.
The major campaign finance reform in
the mid-seventies, gutted by the Su-
preme Court in Buckley versus Valeo,
moved us a step forward.

The American people are speaking
with their feet. The old right wing in
America, when talking about com-
munism and its failure, rightly noted
that communist citizens were not al-
lowed to vote in their countries, so
they voted with their feet. They fled
the process.

As we have seen an increase of fund-
ing, we have found that voter partici-
pation has gone down and down. The
more we talk about large contribu-
tions, big money and television adver-
tising, the average citizen feels less im-
portant to this process.

This is not simply a matter for par-
tisan advantage. We are driving a dag-
ger in the heart of this democratic sys-
tem. A system like ours, where there is
opportunity and freedom, and less than

half the public chooses to exercise the
most minimal participation in its
democratic institutions, is a democ-
racy in danger. It affects policy, it af-
fects perception, and, in a democracy,
perception soon becomes reality.

Most Members of Congress spend all
too much time raising money. The
American public is confused by a Con-
gress unable to deal with some of the
most critical issues before it. Reform is
necessary now, and from here I hope we
go to a real debate to extend a more
comprehensive reform like that of the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR).
I commend him for his effort.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield three minutes to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. JOHNSON).

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today in opposition,
particularly to key parts of the Farr
substitute as cited earlier by the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON).

I rise in opposition to the govern-
ment mandates in the Farr substitute
for the reduced air time on broadcast
television, and I speak today as some-
one who has had more than 30 years of
experience in the broadcast media be-
fore I began in elected office. So I come
to this debate today with what I think
is a unique perspective on the news
gathering side of broadcast media, but
also an appreciation for all of the TV
ads that we see on TV every day.

What the Farr substitute will do by
mandating even further reduced TV ads
will not reduce the amount of TV ads,
but proliferate them. People are angry
enough about the tone and the amount
of negative advertising. This will only
increase it.

I have to be clear though that I
strongly support changing the way
that campaigns are paid for, and that
is why I voted for the Shays-Meehan
bill earlier this week, and that is why
I am also an original cosponsor of the
bipartisan freshman campaign finance
reform bill. We would not have gotten
this far if it had not have been for the
efforts of everyone who has spoken
today. But we have to go after the im-
portant items, soft money and the
anonymous faceless outside interest
groups that now do not have to disclose
who gives them their money. They in-
crease voter access to information.

One issue though in this Farr sub-
stitute before us has little to do with
how campaigns in fact are paid for.
Mandating TV stations to reduce al-
ready reduced campaign advertising
rates, which already have to be paid at
the lowest rate available, the only
change we will see is the candidate will
be able to purchase double the ads. Are
the American people clamoring for
more TV political advertising, more
negative advertising? Voters want, I
think, more credible information, and
not more ads.

There was a survey in July of 1977
that found that voters rated debates in
forums sponsored by TV and radio as
well as broadcast news coverage as the
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two most helpful sources of political
information. That is because, for the
most part, people get their source of
information from TV and then from
radio. They rated ads by candidates as
the least helpful.

There are forums provided. Let me
remind you, the broadcast medium has
provided for $148 million in free air
time given in election years through
debates, forums, election specials,
where free and open debate is held and
people can make judgments.

We need to encourage a positive envi-
ronment in the broadcast media, not
create a new burden on TV and radio.
Eliminating soft money is going to
close the loopholes that have created
the flood of negative TV ads in recent
years by national parties. That will
give the American people the forum
they want and require better identi-
fication from anonymous outside inter-
est groups, giving voters more informa-
tion on how to make their decision.
That will give the American people the
reform they are seeking. But having
the government force only the broad-
cast media to slash their ad rates is
wrong, and I oppose the Farr sub-
stitute.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield four minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN), a cosponsor of the bill and one of
the persons that has been working hard
and diligently to bring us campaign fi-
nance reform.

In the process of yielding, I would
like to respond that the reduced limits
in this bill and originally in the Shays-
Meehan bill do not cost the taxpayers
anything. They are under existing busi-
ness rates, rates that are given to non-
profits. They still have to pay for it,
but it is a reduced rate that is in the
public interest. It says the candidates
ought to be treated just like we treat
nonprofit entities for mailing and for
buying public service announcements.
They have to pay for those, but they
pay at the lowest rate. That is what
this bill does.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) is
recognized for four minutes.

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, let me
first of all say to my colleague from
California (Mr. FARR), it seems like it
was not that long ago when you and I
came to this House, and one of the first
things that we did was sat down and
worked on campaign finance reform.
And if one looks at over a period of the
last few years, we have spent literally
hours upon hours, days upon days, that
have become weeks upon weeks,
months upon months, trying to work
out a bill that we would be able to get
a majority for. I just want to com-
pliment the gentleman from California
(Mr. FARR) for his commitment on this
issue, his unwavering commitment. I
know that as we are on the verge, I
hope today, of passing campaign fi-

nance reform with the Shays-Meehan
bill, I want to make it clear we would
not be here at this point in time if it
were not for the commitment that the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR)
has had to campaign finance reform.

The legislation that I cosponsored, I
voted for, I believe my colleague from
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) has voted for
this legislation on occasion, is an im-
portant comprehensive piece of legisla-
tion. Many of the provisions that are in
the bill are provisions that were in the
Meehan-Shays, Shays-Meehan com-
prehensive bill, when we talk about
trying to find incentives, voluntary
spending limits, to keep the cost of
Congressional elections down. The way
that this bill would do it would be to
provide incentives through low cost
television advertisement and provide
low cost mailings.
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The money for the low-cost mailings
would come from franking, not allow-
ing franking during election years. The
money we would save there would help
pay for congressional campaign mail-
ings to go out.

This is a good bill and it is a strong
bill. It is a bill that I have always sup-
ported. It is a bill that has been an in-
tegral part of all of the conversations
and dialogue that we have had over the
last few years about campaign finance
reform.

The great thing about the Shays-
Meehan legislation is that the commis-
sion bill that has been added to the
Shays-Meehan bill is a great vehicle
for us to push forward with many of
the comprehensive ideas for reform
that we have.

Specifically, when are we going to do
something about the high cost of run-
ning congressional campaigns in this
country? This is a great opportunity
for us to do that. We cannot deal with
the expensive cost of running for politi-
cal office if we do not deal with the
cost of television.

We have passed telecommunications
legislation, we have passed a number of
bills that will mean big money for tele-
vision networks, and they use the pub-
lic airways. There is no reason why we
cannot come to an agreement of a sys-
tem to provide low-cost television for
those candidates who are willing to
agree to spending limits.

I think that is what the American
people are looking for, I think that is
what most of the public interest groups
that have been fighting for campaign
finance reform believe in, and ulti-
mately, I believe that this is the type
of system that we are headed to.

I believe that the support of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SAM FARR)
and others have us at a point in time
where we are on the verge of making a
historic vote today, a vote that could
result in the passage of campaign fi-
nance reform. However, I also think it
is important that we have this discus-
sion and dialogue today, because when
it comes time to make the further im-

provements that we need to make in
our election system, we have to look to
this legislation and its provisions on
capping, voluntarily capping the
amount of money that is spent for lim-
iting political action committees. I
think this goes a long way towards
where we need to move as a country.

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SAM FARR)
for all of his commitment to campaign
finance reform. Some people will never
know how much time has been put into
this effort.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from California (Mr. TOM
CAMPBELL).

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

I commend my colleague and friend,
the gentleman from California, for his
bill. On the substance, there is one
point of disagreement. I am troubled
by the spending limit, because when
the candidates are relatively obscure,
as most of us in the House are, a spend-
ing limit probably created an advan-
tage to the incumbent. We have spend-
ing limits at the presidential level, but
those candidates are not obscure.

However, beyond this substantive
point my fundamental reason for rising
is to note that I have given up my own
alternative. That alternative was, ‘‘if
you cannot vote for me, you cannot
give to me.’’ It is a very fundamental
and deep reform about which I felt
strongly. I gave it up because only
Shays-Meehan has a chance this ses-
sion of Congress.

My good friend, the gentleman from
California, deserves great credit for
being thoughtful and persistent in this
field, but I would urge him also to give
up his substitute, because only Shays-
Meehan has 57 votes in the Senate. If
the proposal is not Shays-Meehan, the
Senate will not even take it up; at
least, I fear that.

In the interests of getting campaign
finance reform, I urge that this not be
the alternative, that Shays-Meehan be
the alternative.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I just want to make a comment in re-
sponse to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from California, on what has
the best chance over in the Senate. I
suppose at some levels that is a little
bit speculative, but words mean some-
thing in this business. We have to rely
upon what happens over there, what
they say.

When we look at the Senate, they
have spent a considerable amount of
time debating campaign finance re-
form, the McCain-Feingold bill, which
is the Senate version of Shays-Meehan.
After considerable debate and lobbying
and pressure, they got I believe it was
57 votes, which is short of what is need-
ed to break filibuster in order to pass
it. It takes 60 votes over there.

So they have a very difficult sched-
ule, because they are behind on their
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appropriation bills. They have to move
forward with other legislation. If they
consider coming back to campaign fi-
nance reform, they have to come back
to something that has a chance of get-
ting more than 57.

We can debate this all day long, but
what they say is that it would be a
waste of time to bring up Shays-Mee-
han over in the Senate. That is true be-
cause they cannot get anymore votes.
But if we give them another vehicle
with the potential of getting more
votes, then it increases the pressure on
them. I think that is a real possibility.
I respect the differences of opinion on
that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
my good friend, the gentleman from
California (Mr. JOHN DOOLITTLE).

(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
rarely agree with my hometown news-
paper. It is one of the most partisan
Democrat newspapers in the United
States, known as the Sacramento Bee.
But they did write an editorial which
had many points of agreement. I have
put it out in a Dear Colleague. The edi-
torial was yesterday. It is entitled
‘‘Wrong-headed Reform: Passage of Bad
Campaign Regulations Is No Victory.’’

I just thought I would share this with
the Members. This is not coming from
the Republican side or the conservative
side, but this is coming from a very lib-
eral Democrat-oriented newspaper. I
think they make some very, very valid
points. The points they make, I be-
lieve, are as valid against the sub-
stitute of the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. FARR) as they are against the
Shays-Meehan bill and other bills of
that type.

They are speaking of the Shays-Mee-
han bill. They say, ‘‘It centers on two
big wrong-headed reforms: Prohibiting
national political parties from collect-
ing or using soft money contributions,
and outlawing independent political
advertising that identifies candidates
within 60 days of a Federal election.
That means the law would prohibit
issue campaigning at precisely the
time when voters are finally interested
in listening, hardly consistent with
free speech.

‘‘Since that kind of restriction is
likely to be tossed by the courts as a
violation of constitutional free speech
guarantees, the net effect of the
changes will be to weaken political
parties while making less accountable
independent expenditure groups, kings
of the campaign landscape.’’ It was a
great editorial. I will not take the time
to read it all here now.

The point is this, that even they,
even from the other side, they recog-
nize how disastrous these approaches
are. This is the same approach that the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR)
is going to take.

I say to the gentleman from Califor-
nia, he and I have talked about wheth-
er we are going to request a vote. I am

going to request a vote on mine. I hope
the gentleman requests a vote on his. I
hope the gentleman will put it up there
and let people register or be publicly
recorded on how they stand on the ap-
proach being taken in the gentleman’s
bill. I think it would be beneficial for
the process.

I would like to just to now make a
couple of points about some of the
problems with the present system, and
some of the problems with the prof-
fered solutions. I believe that today’s
campaign finance system requires cur-
rent and prospective officeholders to
spend too much time raising money
and not enough time governing and de-
bating issues.

Lamar Alexander may have had a
very interesting statement. He was one
of the gentlemen who ran for the Re-
publican nomination for President in
the last cycle. This is what he said. I
will not read the whole quote, but he
said, ‘‘When I ran for President in 1996,
contribution and spending limits forced
me to spend 70 percent of my time rais-
ing money in amounts no greater than
$1,000.’’ If Members ask any congres-
sional candidate, any nonincumbent,
especially, what percentage of time
they spend raising money, it will be
just about the same. This is a disaster.
It has to be corrected.

Now, in addition to this problem of
too much time raising money, today’s
system has failed to make elections
more competitive. We have had big
government campaign reform. It was
enacted by Congress in 1974. Shays-
Meehan and the Farr substitute are
just reiterations of that same philoso-
phy.

We need to make these elections
more competitive by allowing chal-
lengers to be unleashed, and to go out
and raise money wherever they can and
in any amount, only with the proviso
that there has to be full and timely dis-
closure.

Mr. Chairman, we know this system
works. We have it in the Common-
wealth of Virginia across the river over
here, and we have it in the State of
California and in a number of other
States. The system works, only we
need better disclosure than we pres-
ently have in the Federal system. We
need to adjust those limits.

Even David Broder, from the Wash-
ington Post, not known as a Repub-
lican, let alone a conservative, had this
to say. Excuse me, this is in the Wash-
ingtonian, August, 1996. He said, ‘‘Raise
the current $1,000 limit on personal
campaign contributions to $50,000, or
maybe even go to $100,000. Today’s lim-
its are ridiculous, given television and
campaigning costs. Raise that limit
with full disclosure, which would en-
able some people to make really sig-
nificant contributions to help a can-
didate.’’

I would submit, Mr. Chairman, this is
the direction we should move in, not in
the direction of the amendment of the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR),
not in the direction of the Shays-Mee-

han amendment, but in this direction.
This is the way that will actually
produce some real reform and some
real results. I ask for opposition to the
Farr substitute.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS).

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, first, I
would like to compliment my col-
league, the gentleman from California,
because he does have a true reform bill.
He has been at the forefront of this.

I would also like to compliment my
colleague, the gentleman from Con-
necticut, who brought forward legisla-
tion which I supported and which was
vetoed by my own Republican Presi-
dent.

That notwithstanding, we are talking
about Queen of the Hill and which bill
will get the most votes. I urge mem-
bers to support the Shays-Meehan pro-
posal, which bans soft money on both
the Federal and State levels, just like
the proposal of the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR), and misstated,
unfortunately, by my colleague, the
gentleman from Arizona.

The bill of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR) bans soft money on
both the Federal and State levels for
Federal elections, as it has to, and un-
fortunately, as the freshman bill does
not. Our bill also recognizes sham issue
ads for what they truly are, campaign
ads; improves FEC disclosure and en-
forcement; and establishes a commis-
sion to deal with those issues that have
not been dealt with in our legislation.

In regard to whether the Senate will
act or not act, all I know is that 45
Democrats came to the forefront and
supported the McCain-Feingold bill.
This is what Mr. DASCHLE said. He said,
‘‘The Republican leadership continues
to employ a strategy designed to con-
fuse the public and complicate the
prospects for true reform. The one way
to cut through all of that is for the
House to pass Shays-Meehan, and send
it to the Senate.’’

Then he said, ‘‘Passage of any other
measure in the House, no matter how
well-intended, would only have the ef-
fect of offering political cover for the
opponents of reform to kill the bill in
the Senate.’’ Mr. DASCHLE is urging
support of the McCain-Feingold, and
says any other proposal is likely dead.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO), following the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS), who has
been a leader in understanding the
problems of too much money in cam-
paigns.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to commend the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) and the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
SHAYS), and all of my colleagues who
in fact never lost faith in achieving
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comprehensive campaign finance re-
form. Most of all, I commend the citi-
zens of this country, who have de-
manded meaningful changes to clean
up our national campaign system.

Americans want fundamental change
across the country. They want mean-
ingful limits on out-of-control money
in politics, and they want those
changes now.

b 1115
For years, the Republican leadership

stalled and they still are. It is hard for
me to listen to the words of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DOO-
LITTLE) who just spoke a few minutes
ago, who says there is nothing wrong
with the system, that the system is
working, truly mind boggling.

But the Republican leadership has
stalled, made phony deals and prom-
ises, strong-armed real reformers in
their own party off of a discharge peti-
tion. They introduced a hodgepodge of
bills that the House had rejected. They
brought to the floor an amendment
that they did not believe in and even
its sponsor voted against. They snow-
balled us with amendments in debate
in the wee hours of the night.

But we were never discouraged. The
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MEEHAN) and the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS) were never dis-
couraged. The gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. FARR) was never discouraged.
The gentleman from Connecticut (Mr.
GEJDENSON) was never discouraged. We
fought for real reform. We kept the Re-
publican leadership’s feet to the fire.
We forced them to listen to the voices
of the American public, not powerful
special interests and their large cam-
paign contributions.

With the help of people across this
country who called for real reform of
our campaign system, we prevailed. Re-
publican tactics failed to kill campaign
finance reform and on Monday, we
passed Meehan-Shays, we passed genu-
ine reform. It banned soft money. It
reins in exploitation of issue ads and
brings elections back home to the
American people.

This vote is a victory for campaign
finance reform. It is a victory for the
American people.

I want to pay particular thanks to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FARR) and the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON) for their
groundbreaking efforts on this issue.
They fought this battle long and hard.
To all we say thank you.

But we have to remain vigilant. We
must, in the long run, support Shays-
Meehan for real campaign finance re-
form.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS).

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). The gentleman from
Florida (Mr. STEARNS) is recognized for
11⁄2 minutes.

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Connecticut and the
gentlewoman from Connecticut con-
tinue to talk about the Shays-Meehan
bill. I respect they won the battle on
the floor, yet they come down and take
the time on another completely dif-
ferent bill and start talking about
their bill. It is not even relevant to the
Farr amendment.

I think it is important we go back
and talk about what we are talking
about. After you listen to the two
Members from Connecticut, you would
think we were talking about the
Shays-Meehan amendment when we are
talking about the Farr substitute.

The Farr substitute would reduce the
advertising rate by 50 percent below
the lowest unit charge rate that broad-
casters now are already forced to
charge political candidates and would
give free time to candidates to respond
to other ads.

When I looked at this, I went back
and reminded myself of an article that
was in the Hill magazine newspaper on
June 10, 1998. This Hill magazine really
shows what is going to happen if the
Farr substitute is passed.

Federal political candidates, because
they would have absolutely minimal
rates to pay, will gobble up all the
available ad space and squeeze out all
local State candidates as well as prob-
ably squeeze out all the third-party
candidates who have the fundamental
and constitutional right to express
their free speech, who want to inform
the public on specific issues. These are
people that are not Republicans, they
are not Democrats. Libertarians, Inde-
pendents and others will not even be
able to get on the TV screen. This has
been documented in that article.

Mr. Chairman, I rise against the Farr
amendment. This is socializing the po-
litical campaigns. I urge its defeat.

Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, sometimes we
do not fully recognize the law of unintended
consequences here in Congress.

Many Members of Congress, in their zeal to
regulate American society, believe they know
what is good for all Americans, but they do not
take into account how their liberal do-goodism
negatively affects the industry in which they
are trying to regulate.

The debate that Washington should force
television and radio broadcasters to bend to
its will and provide federal political candidates
with free broadcast time for political advertise-
ments is fraught with problems.

The idea to regulate political speech has
been ruled unconstitutional over and over
again by the Supreme Court.

The Farr substitute will have the unintended
consequences of: severely harming broad-
casters financially; damage state and local
party candidates; insulate incumbents and the
two main parties from challengers and from
third parties; and in the end, harm our democ-
racy and our notions of freedom.

As an example of my argument, The Hill
newspaper reported on June 10, 1998, ‘‘TV
stations ration campaign advertising, citing
high demand.’’

The article states that in this year’s primary
campaign in California, the requests for politi-

cal advertising were so overly demanding that
complying with every request to purchase ad-
vertising space for political ads would have
placed television stations in an economic bind.

The stations, in response to such high de-
mands, were forced to restrict local and state
candidates, besides those running for Gov-
ernor, from airing political ads.

The Hill reported that stations ‘‘KCBS and
KPIX refused to take ads from campaigns
other than federal campaigns and the gov-
ernor’s race, infuriating candidates for other
offices.’’

Well, what do the Members think will hap-
pen if we follow the Farr Substitute, which
would reduce the advertising rate by 50%
below the lowest unit charge rate that broad-
casters now are already forced to charge polit-
ical candidates and would give free time to
candidates to respond to other ads?

This story in The Hill indicates what will
happen. Federal political candidates, because
they would have absolutely minimal rates to
pay, will gobble up all the available ad space
and squeeze out all local and state can-
didates, as well as probably squeeze out all
other third party groups, who have the fun-
damental and constitutional right to express
their free speech, who want to inform the pub-
lic on specific issues or candidates.

For an example, Ron Gonzales, Democratic
candidate for Mayor of San Jose, CA, could
not even purchase any time for political ads
and was put into a competitive disadvantage
that forced him into a runoff. But instead of
making sure that all candidates and all groups
have an equitable opportunity to acquire time
to inform the public of their candidacies or the
issues important to them, the proponents of
free air time want to make the system as
unequitable as possible and give just federal
candidates priority.

The other dramatic and unintended con-
sequence of such free time proposals would
be the devastating economic impact it would
have on broadcasters. In the Farr Substitute,
all primary candidates would have an auto-
matic rate 50% below the lowest rate broad-
casters already charge. There are no limits in
this Substitute about how many adds could be
aired or how much time would be given to
candidates.

Broadcasters already have a significant fi-
nancial commitment to make in transitioning to
digital television. Broadcasters will have to
spend tens of millions of dollars in order to
transition to digital television in the next few
years. With federal elections every two years,
free air time proposals threaten conversion to
HDTV.

Imposing free-time requirements on broad-
cast licensees would be the equivalent of tell-
ing lawyers, doctors, or home builders, who all
have to be licensed in some capacity, what
kind of law that they would have to practice,
what type of information they could give to pa-
tients, or what type of homes to build.

Once Washington starts trying to control
how much, when, and what rates political can-
didates must pay, I fear it will snowball to the
point where people in Washington, with good
intentions, will try to tell political candidates
what they can say.

I think these free time precedents are a
danger to our democracy as a whole because
they defend just the narrow interests of a few,
federal candidates.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.
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I appreciate the opposition, because

it shows how little they really under-
stand the bill. First of all, there is no
free time in this bill. There is no free
lunch. All candidates pay. They just
pay the lowest unit rate only if they
volunteer to limit what they are going
to spend in campaigns.

This is about campaign expenditure
limits. You, as a candidate, say, I will
limit myself to $600,000. That is all I
am going to spend to get elected to the
House of Representatives. Why do we
have to do this? Because, Mr. Chair-
man, it is getting obscene how much
money we are spending.

Do Members realize, 10 years ago, the
Senate and the House, total expendi-
tures to get elected spent $58 million.
This year, in 1998, disbursements,
money that has already gone out is $112
million in the Senate and the House. In
10 years we have more than doubled
what we are spending in this House. We
have got to put a limit on that.

I do not think we are going to get
enough votes to be the bill that will
top the Shays-Meehan. We are going to
have to be back here next year. I hope
that in all this debate we are listening
to each other so that we can come up
with a comprehensive campaign reform
bill. We are not doing it this session.

In fact, I really appeal to my Repub-
lican colleagues, because throughout
history you have not been there. You
have not been helping. In 1990, only 15
Republicans voted for a bill that got
out of the House with 255 votes. In 1991,
only 21 Republicans voted for a bill
that got out of the House with 273
votes. In 1992, only 19 Republicans
voted for a bill that got out of the
House with 259 votes. And George Bush
vetoed the bill, the bill that I am talk-
ing about right now.

We need campaign reform. We need it
now.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
time has expired.

Amendment No. 7 not being offered,
as announced by the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR), pursuant to the
order of the House of the legislative
day of Wednesday, August 5, 1998, it is
now in order to debate the subject mat-
ter of the amendment printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as No. 5.

Pursuant to House Resolution 442 and
that order, the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. DOOLITTLE) and a Member op-
posed will each control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLITTLE).

(Mr. DOOLITTLE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to con-
tinue on with my analysis of what is
wrong with the present system. There
is something definitely wrong with it,
but there is great disagreement as to
what that is, I think, between me and
the other side.

Point number 3, we talked about how
the campaign finance system requires

current and prospective office holders
to spend too much time raising money
and not enough time governing, debat-
ing issues.

Secondly, today’s system has failed
to make elections more competitive.
We had huge domination of Congress
by incumbents for decades. Finally dra-
matic change occurred in the 1994 elec-
tions. I believe that was directly at-
tributable to the 1974 law enacted 20
years earlier.

Thirdly, this is very important, I
think, for us to understand, as the pub-
lic, as Members of the House. Today’s
system allows millionaires to pursue
congressional seats and inhibits the
ability of challengers to raise the funds
necessary to be competitive. The mil-
lionaire is the only one who can write
whatever amount he or she wants to
his election campaign. Everyone else is
forced to live within the same hard dol-
lar limits that were put in place in 1974
and have never been adjusted for infla-
tion.

All of the moaning about soft money
and these terrible issue advocacy ads
that are, as they say, are sham cam-
paign ads, I do not agree with that, but
that is what they say, those are the re-
sult of never lifting those hard dollar
limits.

Sometimes it is important to under-
stand, all the time it is important to
understand causes and effects. We do
not get that as a majority body in ei-
ther House of Congress. We seem not to
understand that the effect of issue ad-
vocacy ads or the effect of soft money
or the effect of independent expendi-
tures is directly caused by the hard and
unadjusted limits on hard campaign
dollars contributed directly to can-
didates.

Inflation has risen by two-thirds. Can
Members imagine having to live on the
same salary, just to put this in per-
spective, pay all your food bills, your
rents, your utilities, clothing, et
cetera, gasoline with the same amount
of money you earned in 1974, and have
to live with that same amount of
money today and meet all your bills?
They could not do it because the prices
have risen.

In the campaign context when that
happens, we start then pushing out
into the less explored areas of the law.
PACs became very big, which were
really pretty much a creation of the
1974 big government reform that we
have now. And those were heavily at-
tacked by the left as recently as 2
years ago.

Now we have gotten off PACs; now we
are on to that hated soft money. Soft
money is nothing more than unregu-
lated money. It falls in two categories.
Soft money that goes for political par-
ties to do get out the vote and voter
registration, voter identification, that
type of thing, and then there is soft
money, unregulated money that
groups, independent groups will spend
to communicate their views on an
issue.

That is what so upset incumbents,
because those groups start using the

name of the incumbent, start criticiz-
ing his voting record. They do not
break the law; they live within the law.
They do not make express advocacy.
But that is very upsetting to incum-
bents, and they are not going to take it
anymore, and that is why we have
Shays-Meehan and these other bills,
because they are not going to allow
that sort of insolence to be displayed
toward the incumbents. They are going
to have more regulation. They are
going to make it harder for the chal-
lenger.

If I wanted to be guaranteed election
for life in my congressional district, I
would join on with Shays-Meehan, be-
cause that is the effect it will have. It
will make it even harder for chal-
lengers who do not have the advan-
tages of incumbency, who do not have
the name ID in the district, who do not
have the district offices, who do not
have the ability to reach out and com-
municate with the voters, who do not
have the ability to call a press con-
ference and have anybody show up,
when you restrict these things, you are
helping the incumbent because he or
she has all those advantages. You are
hurting the challenger.

I do not mind saying the Emperor
has no clothes. I hope all the rest of my
colleagues will feel free to join me
today in making that important dec-
laration, because that is really what
this is all about.

The founders of Shays-Meehan may
have won the battle today, but I pre-
dict they will lose the war. The bill
will not be enacted into law this year,
will never clear the Senate. Let us just
remember this, you are going to have a
less sympathetic House to big govern-
ment campaign reform after this, the
coming 1998 elections this year. You
will have a House that is less receptive
to that when we convene in the next
Congress in January.

Your Senate, which now has at most
57 votes for the big government Shays-
Meehan approach, will have, after
these 1998 elections, at most, 54 votes,
maybe 53 votes. So bask in the glory
today and enjoy it. You are entitled to
your temporary victory.

I would just say to my colleagues
that, please, feel free, even those of you
who voted for Shays-Meehan, even
those of you who will vote for the
freshman bill, please step forward
today and vote for a new approach. We
know this bill is not going to pass
today, my bill, but it is important to
lay the foundation so that we can build
upon that next year.

Yes, I agree with the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR), this will be back
next year.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CAMPBELL. A serious concern I
have is, if your opponent does not have
any money, how can your opponent
make public, make widely known the
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list of donors that you have? My big-
gest concern is that, that if your oppo-
nent does not have money, all the dis-
closure in the world will not help. This
is a sincere question.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Reclaiming my
time, I will answer that question.

The point is, when you are a chal-
lenger and you do not have any money
and you are not a millionaire, you can
go ask somebody else that has money
to give you their money. You can read
the quotes of Eugene McCarthy, which,
in effect, is what happened, helped get
Lyndon Johnson not to run for Presi-
dent again in 1968. McCarthy has said
that if he had not been able to raise
large amounts of money from a rel-
ative handful of individuals, he never
could have run the race. That is the
situation we are in today.

Let me continue describing the prob-
lems that we face.
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Today’s system hurts taxpayers by

taking nearly $900 million collected in
Federal taxes and subsidizing the presi-
dential campaigns of all sorts of char-
acters, including convicted felons and
billionaires. That needs to be changed.

Lastly, today’s system hurts voters
in our Republic by forcing more con-
tributors and political activists to op-
erate outside of the system where they
are unaccountable and consequently
more irresponsible.

That is what the Sacramento Bee
was talking about in its editorial. That
will surely be the effect if we enact the
reforms in Shays-Meehan. It is already
the effect under the present big-govern-
ment reform which we have had for 24
years and which has spawned all of
these things the opposition claims to
deplore: PACs, soft money, hard
money, issue advocacy, independent
expenditures, all of those things.

And yet, instead of stepping back, re-
diagnosing the problem and doing
something that matters, they just offer
all the same tried and failed solutions
of before, and we just cannot have any
more of that. The present system does
not work. It will get worse under their
approach. We need to take a different
approach.

All right, let me suggest some goals
that a genuine campaign reform ought
to have. One, we ought to encourage
political speech rather than limit it.
All these other approaches seek to
limit it despite the fact that Constitu-
tion is quite clear when it says, ‘‘Con-
gress shall make no law abridging the
freedom of speech.’’

My colleagues on Shays-Meehan and
the others are cheerfully trying to find
a way to abridge the freedom of speech
while claiming they are not abridging
it. But, in fact, they are abridging it.
And those provisions will eventually be
struck down, just as many of them con-
tained in the present law we have were
struck down in the famous Buckley v.
Valeo case and reaffirmed dozens of
times since then.

Secondly, we ought to promote com-
petition, freedom, and a more informed

electorate. We ought to enable any
American citizen to run for office. We
ought to increase the amount of time
candidates spend with constituents in
debating issues rather than raising
money. And we ought to make can-
didates accountable to their constitu-
ents for the money they accept. Those,
I would submit, are the goals of true
campaign finance reform.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I claim the time in opposition.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California (Mr. FARR) is recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from California
(Mrs. CAPPS) one of the newest Mem-
bers of Congress.

(Mrs. CAPPS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to the Doolittle sub-
stitute.

This morning we have heard a review
of the history of campaign finance re-
form in this body, and it is an impor-
tant perspective to keep in mind. But
within this very session, a few weeks
ago campaign finance reform was de-
clared dead. I could not believe it, hav-
ing just arrived, filled with the frustra-
tion of the citizens in my district fol-
lowing a special election in which so
much outside interest and huge
amounts of unregulated monies were
involved.

But within this present session, two
groups of Members never gave up. They
demonstrated the diversity and
strength of the reform coalition. The
Blue Dogs, conservative Democrats led
by the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
BAESLER) and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM), kept pushing
the discharge petition and ultimately
convinced 204 Members from both par-
ties to sign it.

And the incredibly hard work of the
freshmen, led by the gentleman from
Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON), fi-
nally paid off. This work began at the
very beginning of the 105th. They de-
fied the odds, hung together, produced
a solid bipartisan bill, and persistently
kept this issue alive.

The freshman bill is good legislation.
My husband Walter was a cosponsor. It
makes important reforms. I will vote
‘‘present’’ on the freshman bill. I do so
only to make sure an even more com-
prehensive bill is passed.

Mr. Chairman, later today we will fi-
nally pass the bipartisan Shays-Mee-
han bill. This is truly cause for celebra-
tion. This is the bill that also has a
majority of support in the Senate.

Today I am proud to be a freshman
and I am proud to serve in this House.
Most important, the American people
can be proud that we are taking an ex-
traordinary step to clean up our politi-
cal system and to restore faith in our
democracy.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN) who has been here day and
night, has been the voice of advocacy
for campaign reform, and who has a
strong statement in opposition to this
bill.

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.).

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, here is
what the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLITTLE) is proposing: Open the
floodgates; if the swimmer is drowning,
pour on more water; let money flow
without any limit. Oh, but disclose; as
the swimmer is drowning, tell him who
is responsible for it. Too much, too
late.

Look, if Shays-Meehan were so help-
ful to the incumbent, why is the major-
ity leadership fighting this bill so
hard? It does not make any sense. Rais-
ing the limits, when you are running
against a millionaire who has $10 mil-
lion, they can raise the limits to $2,000
or $4,000 that someone can contribute
to a poor challenger, and it won’t help.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLITTLE) seems to have a crystal
ball and he knows what the election re-
sults will be this year. But look, we
have a chance in the Senate. When we
pass Shays-Meehan, the spotlight will
be on the other body to show up and to
put it on the calendar and let the ma-
jority rule. If the majority can rule in
the Senate as it does in the House,
Shays-Meehan goes to the White House
for signature. That is what they really
are afraid of.

And do not raise this big-government
argument to try to hide the dangers of
big money. We do not want big govern-
ment in this. We want the little person,
the average person’s voice not to be
drowned out by big money in America.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLITTLE) says give more money,
open the floodgates, no holds barred for
the rich, and everybody else loses. Vote
against Doolittle.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute to just observe
that the swimmer is drowning and they
are killing him, and they are killing
him with these types of so-called re-
forms which in fact are going to make
it more difficult for that swimmer to
survive.

By the way, right now, under their
big-government reform that we pres-
ently have, the millionaires are free to
spend whatever they like. Under my
bill, that person of average means will
also be able to go out and raise the
money that he or she needs in order to
compete with the millionaire.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Idaho (Mrs.
CHENOWETH).

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLITTLE) for yielding.

I rise today in strong support of the
Doolittle substitute. It is the only pro-
posal being considered in the House
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that does not interfere with free speech
and the only proposal that is constitu-
tionally sound.

When it comes to campaign finance
reform, our goal should be to ensure
free speech and full participation in
the electoral process. But we are on the
wrong track in this Congress. We focus
our efforts on finding ways to limit the
rights of individuals and candidates.

Instead, this Congress should be
working to level the playing field for
incumbents and challengers, for all
people to be able to enter into this
arena and express their points of view,
whether we agree with them or not.

I can tell my colleagues, in the last
campaign I probably had more targeted
outside interest issue ads waged
against me than almost any other
Member in the Congress. And I stand
here protecting the right of those peo-
ple to express their points of view. But
when full disclosure is involved, then
the voters are able then to determine
who is spending all the money through
the outside interests to try to influ-
ence elections in their district.

One of my constituents, Kris
Provencio of Boise, Idaho, a fine bright
young man, should be able to have the
ability to get into this political process
and be able to speak freely without
huge, heavy regulations from the Fed-
eral Government.

The Doolittle substitute will require
full and immediate on-line disclosure
of contributions and contributors by
both incumbents and challengers.

The Washington Times said it best in
its June 5 editorial when it said, ‘‘If
Congress wants to clean up the mess of
money in politics, it should do so by
encouraging free speech, free discus-
sion, and free debate.’’

I have faith in my fellow colleagues
and in the citizens of this great Nation,
and I urge my colleagues to vote for
the Doolittle substitute. This sub-
stitute will allow full disclosure and
the people then to be able to see who
actually is contributing to the free
speech. They will be the ultimate arbi-
ters in the political process.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. WAMP), a great voice on campaign
reform.

(Mr. WAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I come with a little different angle to
the floor today, Mr. Chairman, to say
that when I made the decision this
spring to join the discharge petition
and bring this issue back to the floor of
the House against the wishes of even
my own party, the majority party, I
said to the Speaker of the House, ‘‘Mr.
Speaker, we should not defend the sta-
tus quo. We should not defend this cur-
rent system. We should not be caught
dead defending this system. As a mat-
ter of fact, we did not create this sys-
tem.’’

And I said it has been around since
Watergate and it created some things
that are now coming back to haunt us,
I think. I said we need to do one of two
things: either make the intellectual ar-
gument that we should do away with
this system and go back to the way
things were, which the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) does very
intellectually in my opinion, or do the
best we can to fix the current system.

I do not believe the majority of
American people want us to go back to
the way things were before Watergate.
So I joined the Shays-Meehan effort,
did my best to improve it, take out
things that I thought were not accept-
able and make it as perfect as possible,
which it is not perfect, but it is as per-
fect as possible to build a majority
consensus.

I think we must try to fix this sys-
tem. And Shays-Meehan is the best ef-
fort in the last 4 years to do that, and
that is why we got 237 votes. I think we
need to try to fix this current system.

My colleagues can make an intellec-
tual argument, as the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) did, that
PACs have created a problem and they
kind of got washed out by the pro-
liferation of soft money. But, frankly,
all of that is part of this system.

So intellectually I am not going to
disagree with him. But practically and
pragmatically, we need to do the best
we can to fix this current system. That
is what Shays-Meehan represents. That
is where the momentum is. That is
where a majority is. And I am proud
that today the House will, I believe,
pass as the king Shays-Meehan and en-
courage the Senate to do likewise.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, how much time do we have re-
maining?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR)
has 14 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CAMPBELL)
has 7 minutes remaining.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) who
has been leading in the freshman ef-
fort.

(Mr. ALLEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

This is about whose voices will be
heard in this system. It is about voices.
It is about speech, who speaks up in
this system and who is heard.

The other day the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY) the majority whip,
who has been the prime opponent of
campaign reform, said that money is
the lifeblood of politics. Money is the
lifeblood of politics. If that is true, the
people lose.

The Constitution begins, ‘‘We the
people of these United States.’’ It does
not say, we the big contributors to
politicians in Washington. It says, ‘‘We
the people.’’ It means the citizens. It
means the voters.

The Doolittle proposal is anti-reform.
This is a suggestion not to contain the
influence of money but to expand it.
Under the Doolittle proposal, it is okay
for someone to give a candidate for
Congress $500,000. Now an individual is
limited to giving $1,000.

But $500,000, $300,000, any amount we
want, the gentleman from California
(Mr. DOOLITTLE) says is okay. That is
the influence of big money in politics.
We have to contain it. Disclosure is not
enough. The Doolittle proposal is going
in the wrong direction.

What is going on here? What is going
on here has been a strategy from
March to May to June to July and now
to August, and here is what it is.
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The leadership strategy of the GOP
as set out by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY) again in a moment of
great candor. ‘‘The timing kills them,’’
said the gentleman from Texas. ‘‘The
DeLay strategy worked. Delay, delay,
delay.’’

The fact is the time for reform is
long past. We need to pass out of this
House today the Shays-Meehan bill or
the Hutchinson-Allen bill. We have to
send major campaign finance reform to
the Senate in order to restore the voice
of the ordinary citizens, the ordinary
people in this country who are being
overwhelmed and outshouted by big
money.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute, just to observe
that even a very prominent, respected
liberal Democrat Thurgood Marshall
on the Supreme Court made this point,
speaking for the unanimous court,
quote, one of the points in which all
members of the court agree is that
money is essential for effective com-
munication in a political campaign.
That is why Justice Marshall and all
other members of the court ruled that
expenditure limits were unconstitu-
tional, because money is the means of
making the speech. Today only the
millionaire has unlimited free speech. I
seek to give this to the average citizen
as well running as a candidate. For
that reason I have offered my bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON).

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to commend the author of
this legislation because I think he
comes forward in an earnest manner
for something he believes in. I also
think it is dead wrong. And when you
take a look at where we are today as a
society, we have developed along a
path that has really redefined represen-
tation. Early on it was felt that rep-
resentation was representing landed in-
dividuals with wealth. We then for a
while represented geographic areas.
Then finally the Supreme Court said,
‘‘No, you don’t represent the land,
what you represent is the people. One
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man, one vote.’’ The debate here is es-
sentially whether Congress will be
dominated by wealth and money or by
representing their constituents and the
best needs of this country. It is very
clear that the present system has gone
to an incredible excess of representing
wealth in America and leaving behind
every other value we treasure as a soci-
ety. Yes, we are a capitalist system.
We are a free market system. But our
government is not simply there for the
highest bidder or for the wealthiest in-
dividual. If we want to see American
participation increase, we have to
make sure that every citizen, not just
the powerful and wealthy, feel like
they can contribute to this democracy.
There is nothing worse in destroying
the earnest attempt at maintaining a
vibrant democracy than telling people
that only wealthy people have access
to television. If the standard for demo-
cratic participation is that you have to
have the bankroll that Ross Perot had
or the millionaires that now spot the
Senate and the House who finance
their own campaigns or sufficient mil-
lionaire friends to get you here, that is
a democracy that is dying. Democracy
is not about the economic system. It is
about the political system. The politi-
cal system in this country cannot be
based on how much money you can put
together and how quickly from how
many people to get you elected. If we
do what my friend across the aisle sug-
gests, this will be a country for only
wealthy Americans and the rest will be
left behind.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
(Mr. CAMPBELL).

Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank my col-
league and friend for yielding me this
time. Mr. Chairman, the Supreme
Court has upheld expenditure restric-
tions. In Austin v. Michigan State
Chamber of Commerce in 1990, the Su-
preme Court said it was constitutional
to limit the campaign expenditures of
corporations to—zero! The Supreme
Court has upheld contribution restric-
tions. In Buckley v. Valeo the Supreme
Court said that the $1,000 maximum for
individuals to contribute was constitu-
tional. And again in 1981 in California
Medical Association v. FEC the Su-
preme Court said that it was constitu-
tional to limit campaign contributions,
in this case to PACs.

So it is really quite wrong to say
that the first amendment, at least as
interpreted by the Supreme Court, pro-
hibits limitations on contributions or
limitations on expenditures. What,
rather, is accurate to say is that the
Supreme Court has interpreted the
first amendment to say that restric-
tions reasonably related to the purpose
of communicating speech effectively
and honestly are permitted and that
undue restrictions are not. And hence
we need to reach a balance.

The approach of my good friend and
colleague from California is commend-
able in many ways. I do admire his con-

sistency. His position is that we should
have no restraints at all. Within his
own point of view, he may be com-
pletely legitimate on the merits. I do
not think so, but he is entitled to be-
lieve he is. What I do not believe is
that he is entitled to claim the Con-
stitution compels his result. The Con-
stitution has been interpreted consist-
ently to allow restrictions for the pur-
pose of allowing fair and honest com-
munication in the following manner:
The first amendment has not been held
to ban restrictions on slander; commer-
cial speech; antitrust violations (where
one company will communicate to an-
other, in free speech, what prices it
wishes to charge); obscenity according
to community standards; group libel;
symbolic speech; or speech which leads
to a clear or present danger. And I have
not exhausted the field.

Mr. Chairman, we have a more dif-
ficult job because we are, constitu-
tionally, permitted to regulate in the
interest of allowing freer and more
honest expression. And that is what we
are about today in Shays-Meehan.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 1 minute.

It is very interesting to watch what
is going on here. The gentleman from
California (Mr. CAMPBELL) talked, a
Republican from California, a col-
league of mine, also served in the Cali-
fornia State legislature where I served
as a member of the Assembly, he
served as a member of the Senate and
we are both opposed, Democrat and Re-
publican, to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLITTLE) who also served
with us. It is obvious that there are
just two vast differences of opinion
here. Every bill about campaign fi-
nance reform, about the system we
have in America, wants to change the
way money is contributed to cam-
paigns with the exception of one, Mr.
DOOLITTLE. He wants to open up think-
ing that the way to get elected to Con-
gress is to just add more money, throw
more money on the problem.

Mr. Chairman, in 1998 the Senate and
the House have already spent $112 mil-
lion and we have not even had a gen-
eral election. Is the problem there is
not enough money? I do not think so.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY).

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, obviously
I rise in support of the Doolittle sub-
stitute. The question today is really
simple. Should we trust the American
people and support the first amend-
ment, or should we trust the govern-
ment and gut the first amendment?
The Doolittle bill puts its trust in the
American people. It opens up the sys-
tem, allowing more participation by
more people. The Shays-Meehan ap-
proach puts its trust in the govern-
ment. It rachets down political expres-
sion, making the system more com-
plicated and more dangerous for the
average American. It does not sound
like reform to me.

Mr. Chairman, the people should not
have to consult their lawyers before

they contribute to a political cam-
paign. The Doolittle substitute rep-
resents the only true and honest effort
to reform our campaign system.

I am amused by all the contortions of
some of my colleagues who complain
about the evils of soft money on one
hand and who work very hard to raise
that same soft money on the other. For
example, just a few nights ago, the
House minority leader worked over-
time to pass the Shays-Meehan sub-
stitute. He spoke of the menacing na-
ture of soft money, how it corrupted
the political process. But on that same
day, the minority leader personally
worked the phones raising millions of
dollars in soft money for his party, the
money that he has repeatedly con-
demned and voted to ban.

Now, this is a case of one hand not
caring what the other hand is doing. If
the minority is so concerned about soft
money, it should put its mouth where
its money is. Mr. Chairman, money
will always be spent in support of cam-
paigns and candidates and causes. The
Shays-Meehan bill will drive that
money underground. The Doolittle bill
will require the light of day to shine
upon it.

The Doolittle bill makes a number of
improvements to the current system of
disclosing contributions. First, the bill
requires electronic filing of campaign
reports, instant filing, including 24-
hour filings during the last three
months of the campaign. It is time for
Congress to recognize and to utilize the
advances in technology that have en-
abled campaigns to communicate infor-
mation to the Federal Election Com-
mission much more efficiently than in
the past. The Doolittle bill is needed to
make elections more competitive. The
Doolittle bill is needed to level the
playing field so that millionaires are
not given free rein to purchase congres-
sional seats. And the Doolittle bill is
needed to give working Americans a
chance to participate in our democ-
racy.

Every other reform proposal is based
on the faulty premise that we can limit
spending and limit speech. These big
government reformers propose more
government regulations and more gov-
ernment power, more big brother in
order to stifle debate and suppress
speech. The effect of all this Federal
regulation is to chill free speech and
political participation. This new gov-
ernment power will make people think
twice before they participate in this
process. But the Doolittle bill will en-
courage political participation in our
democracy. The Doolittle bill will en-
courage more speech in our political
system. The Doolittle bill upholds our
Constitution.

Let us really reform the system. Let
us pass the Doolittle substitute.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,

the bill before us today lifts limits on
campaign giving. What an outrage.
What is at stake here are the rights of
citizens at home who simply sent us up
here to do our job. Why should they
have to compete with all the people
who choose to actively participate by
giving unlimited sums of money in the
campaign system today? If the public
knew more about what we know, about
the level of giving, the amount of un-
limited contributions that are going
into the campaigns of both parties,
they would be outraged, they would be
sickened, they would ultimately be
saddened. The public expects less
money going into campaigns today, not
more. The strategy on campaign fi-
nance reform, which will fail here
today on the floor of the House, has
first been to do nothing, then to do lit-
tle, then to delay. Today here is the ul-
timate tactic. It is a surrender. It is a
surrender to the growing cancer in this
city and across the country of the dis-
proportionate amount of money that is
flowing into campaigns and is swamp-
ing and competing with those people
who simply want us to do our jobs,
they want to speak with us, they want
to lobby us on issues and they want to
vote. They should not have to compete
with the growing and inordinate sums
of money that are getting into our
campaign system.
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The Doolittle bill is a surrender to
this problem. We need to defeat this
bill, we need to get to meaningful cam-
paign finance reform, we need to pass
it today on the floor of the House.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman also from California (Mr.
FAZIO), my distinguished colleague.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I just could not resist getting in-
volved with my California friends in
the debate in this measure, which I
would like to tombstone as the Richard
Mellon Scaife Empowerment Act of
1998. This gentleman from the well-
known banking family of course has in-
ordinate influence in our political sys-
tem, giving through nonprofit entities,
certainly through think tanks, contrib-
uting soft dollars through organiza-
tions that he has little influence or in-
terest in other than his desire to be
helpful to his friends in the Republican
party.

This bill, of course, would give him
the same kind of unlimited influence in
Federal elections directly by taking all
the caps off on what people are allowed
to contribute to PACs, to candidates,
to the national parties, to the State
parties. So the Cook brothers from
Kansas, for example, who have made a
career out of pushing term limits
around the country or Libertarian
causes and Republicans who support
them would have an unlimited amount
of ability to be involved in each and
every congressional race, races for the
Senate.

Mr. Chairman, this is really an
amendment that offers the concept of
free speech as defined by the size of
wallets, and that really is my response
to the comments the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY) has made, and oth-
ers, about empowering people and giv-
ing them their First Amendment
rights. If people are only heard in our
society by their ability to buy media,
to pay for mail, to contact the voters
directly through the very expensive ve-
hicles that are available to them, if
that is the only way they can be heard
in this society, there is then no real
equivalent ability to campaign on the
basis of their ideas, on the basis of
their platform, what they believe in,
who they are. It becomes just a ques-
tion of who has the biggest megaphone
and who can be heard the loudest.

This amendment is really nothing
more than an effort to empower the
wealthiest people in our society to
have even more dominant influence on
our elections than they already do.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. SHAYS) the leader of the Shays-
Meehan bill.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I oppose
this substitute because the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) would
allow candidates to raise unlimited
sums from individuals. Right now the
limit is $1,000; from PACs it is $5,000.
He would have an unlimited amount.
The national parties are limited to
$20,000; he would have an unlimited
amount. The State parties have $5,000.
Under our bill they can do $10,000, but
he has an unlimited amount. He has an
unlimited amount to the aggregate
that can be contributed in all cam-
paigns.

But in addition he does not even have
full disclosure, particularly as it re-
lates to third party proposals. When
third parties come in, all they have to
disclose is the name of their organiza-
tion. It is a very clever thing. He calls
it disclosure, but we do not know who
that organization is. They can just
have a sham name: The Committee for
Better Government. We do not know
who is part of that, we do not know
who contributed, we do not know if
there were five people, a hundred, a
thousand. We do not know if a individ-
ual contributed $1 million, $2 million,
$10 million, a dollar.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Respecting that the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) has a right
to close, I just want to reiterate what
we are closing on. We are closing on a
bill that changes the law, proposes to
change the law.

Under existing law, if someone wants
to contribute to a candidate, it is a
$1,000 limit for each cycle, for a pri-
mary campaign and for a general elec-
tion. Under Mr. Doolittle’s it is unlim-
ited, unlimited amount of money.

Right now under current law it is
$5,000 a cycle, $5,000 in the primary,

$5,000 in the general maximum for
PACs, political action committees, and
that is authorized by law, and that
does not change, the limits are not
changed, in the Shays-Meehan bill. But
they sure are changed in the Doolittle
bill because it goes to unlimited
amounts.

Under current law the national par-
ties can receive $20,000. Under the Doo-
little bill, unlimited amount of money,
unlimited.

State parties under existing law can
receive $5,000. The Shays-Meehan goes
to $10,000 for the reasons that were
talked about. But Doolittle, unlimited,
unlimited amount of money. In all of
the above in aggregate it is about
$25,000. Under the Doolittle bill it is
unlimited.

Mr. Chairman, the Doolittle bill is
going in the wrong direction. It is
doing the wrong thing, giving the
wrong message.

This country is about ‘‘We the peo-
ple.’’ In order to get people involved in
politics we have got to make it acces-
sible, affordable, not owned by million-
aires, not owned by campaigns where
we do not even see who is contributing.

Defeat this measure. It is probably
one that should receive the biggest de-
feat of all of the bills that are trying to
hurt the attempt to get Shays-Meehan
to the Senate and to the President’s
desk.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues
know, to those who support big govern-
ment and more regulation my bill is
going in the wrong direction. But to
those of us who believe that here the
problem is the regulation which has di-
rectly spawned PACs, soft money, issue
advocacy, independent expenditures, et
cetera, then we are going to offer a new
direction.

And, as I said before, there is no way
this bill, Shays-Meehan, is ever going
to become law of this Congress, so we
are really laying the foundation now
for next Congress, and I invite all the
people sincerely concerned about cam-
paign reform to cast a ‘‘aye’’ vote on
mine, even if they voted for the Shays-
Meehan bill or the Farr or will vote for
the freshman bill coming up.

Mr. Chairman, we are taking a new
approach.

As my colleagues know, I have to
smile when I hear the rhetoric of my
opponents about this. One would think
I was proposing something that was
out in Mars or out in left field, but of
course it could not be ‘‘left’’ field be-
cause that is the big government ap-
proach.

Let me just make this observation:
The largest State in the union, Cali-

fornia, has had this system for decades.
The Commonwealth of Virginia has had
this system for decades. We do not hear
in Virginia any problems over the elec-
tion they just went through. I think



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7312 August 6, 1998
the current governor is the son of a
butcher. The former governor, his im-
mediate predecessor, was the son of a
football coach.

So the issue of millionaires, that is a
red herring, it is a false issue the other
side brings up. We are the ones who are
against the present situation where are
only millionaires can spend whatever
they like. I would like to have the av-
erage citizen running for office to be
free to compete against the million-
aire, which today he cannot do. Why?
Because of the strict contribution lim-
its that are in place.

I believe, Mr. Chairman, this philoso-
phy of deregulation is important to
support. I believe it will clean up our
system. We have very strict disclosure.
And let me say to the gentleman, ‘‘You
won’t need all this soft money. It will
largely wither away once you allow the
natural flow of money from contribu-
tor to candidate with full disclosure,
and then let the voter decide.’’

Take the governmental czar out of
the equation. I ask my colleagues to
support my substitute.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. DOOLITTLE

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The Clerk will designate the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
No. 5 offered by Mr. DOOLITTLE:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Citizen Leg-
islature and Political Freedom Act’’.
SEC. 2. REMOVAL OF LIMITATIONS ON FEDERAL

ELECTION CAMPAIGN CONTRIBU-
TIONS.

Section 315(a) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(9) The limitations established under this
subsection shall not apply to contributions
made during calendar years beginning after
1998.’’
SEC. 3. TERMINATION OF TAXPAYER FINANCING

OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION CAM-
PAIGNS.

(a) TERMINATION OF DESIGNATION OF INCOME
TAX PAYMENTS.—Section 6096 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(d) TERMINATION.—This section shall not
apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1997.’’

(b) TERMINATION OF FUND AND ACCOUNT.—
(1) TERMINATION OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION

CAMPAIGN FUND.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 95 of subtitle H

of such Code is amended by adding at the end
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 9014. TERMINATION.

‘‘The provisions of this chapter shall not
apply with respect to any presidential elec-
tion (or any presidential nominating conven-
tion) after December 31, 1998, or to any can-
didate in such an election.’’

(B) TRANSFER OF EXCESS FUNDS TO GENERAL
FUND.—Section 9006 of such Code is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(d) TRANSFER OF FUNDS REMAINING AFTER
1998.—The Secretary shall transfer all
amounts in the fund after December 31, 1998,
to the general fund of the Treasury.’’

(2) TERMINATION OF ACCOUNT.—Chapter 96 of
subtitle H of such Code is amended by adding
at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 9043. TERMINATION.

‘‘The provisions of this chapter shall not
apply to any candidate with respect to any
presidential election after December 31,
1998.’’

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The table of sections for chapter 95 of

subtitle H of such Code is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 9014. Termination.’’

(2) The table of sections for chapter 96 of
subtitle H of such Code is amended by adding
at the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 9043. Termination.’’
SEC. 4. DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR CER-

TAIN SOFT MONEY EXPENDITURES
OF POLITICAL PARTIES.

(a) TRANSFERS OF FUNDS BY NATIONAL PO-
LITICAL PARTIES.—Section 304(b)(4) of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 434(b)(4)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (H);

(2) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (I); and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(J) in the case of a political committee of
a national political party, all funds trans-
ferred to any political committee of a State
or local political party, without regard to
whether or not the funds are otherwise treat-
ed as contributions or expenditures under
this title;’’.

(b) DISCLOSURE BY STATE AND LOCAL POLIT-
ICAL PARTIES OF INFORMATION REPORTED
UNDER STATE LAW.—Section 304 of such Act
(2 U.S.C. 434) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

‘‘(d) If a political committee of a State or
local political party is required under a
State or local law, rule, or regulation to sub-
mit a report on its disbursements to an en-
tity of the State or local government, the
committee shall file a copy of the report
with the Commission at the time it submits
the report to such an entity.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to elections occurring after January 1999.
SEC. 5. PROMOTING EXPEDITED AVAILABILITY

OF FEC REPORTS.
(a) MANDATORY ELECTRONIC FILING.—Sec-

tion 304(a)(11)(A) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(11)(A))
is amended by striking ‘‘permit reports re-
quired by’’ and inserting ‘‘require reports
under’’.

(b) REQUIRING REPORTS FOR ALL CONTRIBU-
TIONS MADE TO ANY POLITICAL COMMITTEE
WITHIN 90 DAYS OF ELECTION; REQUIRING RE-
PORTS TO BE MADE WITHIN 24 HOURS.—Sec-
tion 304(a)(6) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(6)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(6)(A) Each political committee shall no-
tify the Secretary or the Commission, and
the Secretary of State, as appropriate, in
writing, of any contribution received by the
committee during the period which begins on
the 90th day before an election and ends at
the time the polls close for such election.
This notification shall be made within 24
hours (or, if earlier, by midnight of the day
on which the contribution is deposited) after
the receipt of such contribution and shall in-
clude the name of the candidate involved (as
appropriate) and the office sought by the
candidate, the indentification of the contrib-
utor, and the date of receipt and amount of
the contribution.

‘‘(B) The notification required under this
paragraph shall be in addition to all other
reporting requirements under this Act.’’.

(c) INCREASING ELECTRONIC DISCLOSURE.—
Section 304 of such Act (2 U.S.C. 434(a)), as
amended by section 4(b), is further amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(e)(1) The Commission shall make the in-
formation contained in the reports submit-
ted under this section available on the Inter-
net and publicly available at the offices of
the Commission as soon as practicable (but
in no case later than 24 hours) after the in-
formation is received by the Commission.

‘‘(2) In this subsection, the term ‘Internet’
means the international computer network
of both Federal and non-Federal interoper-
able packet-switched data networks.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply with respect
to reports for periods beginning on or after
January 1, 1999.
SEC. 6. WAIVER OF ‘‘BEST EFFORTS’’ EXCEPTION

FOR INFORMATION ON IDENTIFICA-
TION OF CONTRIBUTORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 302(i) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
432(i)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(i) When the treasurer’’
and inserting ‘‘(i)(1) Except as provided in
paragraph (2), when the treasurer’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply with re-
spect to information regarding the identi-
fication of any person who makes a contribu-
tion or contributions aggregating more than
$200 during a calendar year (as required to be
provided under subsection (c)(3)).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to persons making contributions for
elections occurring after January 1999.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
amendment is not further debatable.

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLITTLE).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 131, noes 299,
not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 403]

AYES—131

Aderholt
Armey
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Cannon
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn

Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
DeLay
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Ehrlich
Everett
Fawell
Fossella
Fowler
Gekas
Gibbons
Goodlatte
Goss
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert

Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hunter
Hyde
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kim
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Largent
Latham
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
Lucas
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Martinez
McCrery
McDade
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Nethercutt
Northup
Norwood
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pombo

Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Redmond
Riggs
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sessions
Shadegg
Shimkus
Shuster

Skeen
Smith (OR)
Snowbarger
Solomon
Spence
Stump
Sununu
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Traficant
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Young (AK)

NOES—299

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Bachus
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bunning
Burr
Campbell
Canady
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crapo
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge

Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Neumann
Ney
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard

Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam

Smith, Linda
Snyder
Souder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thune
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Upton

Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—4

Castle
Cunningham

Gonzalez
Inglis

b 1230

Ms. LEE and Messrs. BURR of North
Carolina, SMITH of Texas, McCOL-
LUM, HUTCHINSON, and MORAN of
Kansas changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’
to ‘‘no.’’

Mrs. BONO and Messrs. CAMP,
REDMOND and GOODLATTE changed
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Pursuant to the order of the
House of the legislative day of Wednes-
day, August 5, 1998, it is now in order
to debate the subject matter of the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD as No. 4.

Pursuant to House Resolution 442 and
that order, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) and a Member op-
posed each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to ask
for a vote on the proposal that I am of-
fering, but I have some things that I
have wanted to say for a long time and
now is the best time to say them.

The general public knows, and any
politician with a conscience ought to
know, that our existing campaign fi-
nance system is a disgrace. What peo-
ple do not know is that we are not op-
erating under the laws written by Con-
gress. We are operating under what was
left of reforms passed by the Congress
after the Court shredded those reforms
in a series of misguided decisions.

Under the Buckley v. Valeo decision,
the Court equated dollars with speech,
and in the process prevented the estab-
lishment of real limits on campaign
spending. Through so-called independ-
ent expenditure and advocacy ads, they
have allowed the cynical manipulation
of campaign laws by special interests
with the deepest pockets in this coun-
try.

In trying to come up with an honest
solution to the problem of campaign fi-

nance, we need first to understand
what the basic problems are. The big-
gest problem is the lack of public par-
ticipation. At least 50 percent of Amer-
icans do not vote. That means the
question of who runs the country is de-
cided in most elections by a majority
of the minority.

Ninety-four percent of Americans
never contribute to a political cam-
paign. They believe in political cam-
paigns through immaculate concep-
tion. They do not want to contribute,
and they do not like it when anybody
else does, either. Many of them do not
contribute because they cannot afford
it. Some do not care. Some do not
know how. Some do not believe that
their contributions would make a dif-
ference. Some do not contribute simply
because they have never been asked.

That means that in terms of financ-
ing campaigns, politics for most people
has become a sideline sport. That is
unhealthy. Only one-third of 1 percent
of all Americans make contributions of
$200 or more, and that constitutes over
half of all of the money given by indi-
viduals in campaigns. That is one rea-
son that 75 percent of the public says,
in the Yankelovich poll, that our sys-
tem of government is democratic in
name only and that special interests
run things.

When Congress passed campaign fi-
nance reform after Watergate, and I
was here when we did, we thought we
had created a system under which no
individual could give more than $1,000,
and no organization could give more
than $5,000. Today corporate and party
attorneys have expanded loopholes
which enable corporations and high
rollers individually to routinely give
$200,000 contributions to both parties.
The system is bad for both parties, be-
cause it makes the public gag when
they think about politics. That is not
the way it is supposed to be in this
country.

I will vote for the Shays-Meehan bill
today because I think it does some
good, but I think it does some very
modest good. It does not go nearly far
enough, in my view, and will be ineffec-
tive, if passed, on the question of inde-
pendent expenditures and issue advo-
cacy, because, like almost all other
proposals, it is forced to dance around
the court decisions such as Buckley v.
Valeo and the Colorado case.

It seems to me that as long as we ac-
cept Buckley v. Valeo, that what we
are doing is pretending that we can get
meaningful reform without modifica-
tion of Buckley v. Valeo.

There is a group of legal scholars in
this country, exemplified by Joshua
Rosencrantz from New York University
School of Law, who believes that if the
Congress passes legislation containing
a congressional finding that the exist-
ing system has become so fundamen-
tally corrupting of America’s faith in
our institutions that it is necessary to
limit campaign activities by can-
didates and special interests, that the
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court might modify its original deci-
sion in light of those changing cir-
cumstances.

I would like to think that is true, but
I am dubious. But I am willing to try
it, because it offers one of only two
meaningful ways to get out of our di-
lemma. That is why I am offering the
proposal that I am offering today.

This proposal contains a congres-
sional finding that America’s faith in
our election system has been fun-
damentally corrupted by big money,
especially soft money, and cynical, ma-
nipulative expenditures by outside in-
terest groups.

This bill would establish a voluntary
system of 100 percent public financing
for candidates who agree to take no
private money whatsoever from any
private source in general elections. It
provides that candidates who receive
public financing would agree to reason-
able spending limits to finance con-
gressional campaigns. The bill creates
a grass roots citizenship fund into
which individual public-spirited Ameri-
cans may contribute on a voluntary
basis.

The Federal Elections Commission
would be authorized to conduct a major
advertising campaign each year alert-
ing the public to the existence of that
fund, and explaining that they can help
take back their government from spe-
cial interest domination by voluntarily
contributing virtually any amount
they want. That is accomplished in the
form of a dollar check up, not a check-
off on their Federal tax return. So this
is not mandated public financing, and
it has not one dime of impact on the
deficit.

In addition to that, we would supple-
ment that by a one-tenth of 1 percent
fee charged to all corporations whose
profits are above $10 million. That is
not going to break any of them.

The bill ends the scam of corpora-
tions and unions and special interest
groups spending money to influence
elections, all the while pretending that
they are not doing what they in fact
are doing. It would simply say that for
a short 90-day period before the elec-
tion, no independent expenditures and
no issue advocacy ads would be al-
lowed, period, if they could reasonably
be determined to be aimed at influenc-
ing the outcome of the election.

If the court overturns those limita-
tions, then this bill contains a require-
ment for an expedited procedure for the
Congress to consider a narrow con-
stitutional amendment only for the
purpose of limiting such expenditures
for that narrow 90-day period before
the election.

Under normal circumstances, I frank-
ly detest the idea of a constitutional
amendment, because, with all due re-
spect, when I look around this House
floor, I see as many Daffy Ducks as I do
James Madisons. But I would make an
exception to my general resistance to a
constitutional amendment, because
this issue involves the very survival of
our democratic form of government.

Today our system is grotesquely
warped to respond to those in this soci-
ety with money. The court did not
know it at the time, but the result of
the Buckley v. Valeo case has been to
subvert the court one man-one vote de-
cision on a reapportionment. We really
do not have a meaningful one man-one
vote system at the ballot box, when
one man’s vote can be magnified by $1
million times if he has $1 million
bucks. It turns ‘‘One-man One-vote’’
into ‘‘Big Bucks, Big Megaphone’’ and
that is a lousy way to run what is sup-
posed to be the greatest democratic
system in the world.

I have served in this institution for
quite a while. I love what it is supposed
to be. I cannot walk by the Capitol
building at night without continuing
to be thrilled about what our form of
government is supposed to mean for
every man, woman, and child in this
country. But I have been profoundly
angered by what the dominance of the
economic elite in this country has done
to public policy in this country, and to
the process by which that policy is de-
termined.

I have read a lot of things in public
opinion polls that mystify me. I read
some that profoundly disturb me. The
most disturbing is that 2 years ago, one
pollster asked the public, ‘‘Who does
the Republican Party best represent,
the rich, the middle class, or the
poor?’’ The response overwhelmingly
came back, ‘‘The rich!’’ When the same
question was asked about the Demo-
cratic Party, and who it represented,
the rich, the middle class, or the poor,
the response again came back: ‘‘The
Rich!’’

The public, it is clear, thinks that
both parties are far too influenced by
people who have the most money; and
do you know what? They are abso-
lutely dead right. The only way we can
restore public confidence in this elec-
tion system, and the very democratic
processes enshrined in the Constitu-
tion, is to take private money totally
out of general elections by providing
100 percent public financing.

Elections are supposed to be public
events, not private events. They are
not supposed to be auctions. They are
supposed to be competing between
ideas, not bank accounts.

In the middle of the 19th century, my
district was represented in Congress by
Congressman Cadwallader Washburn.

b 1245
He also had two brothers serving in

the Congress at the same time. One of
the brothers represented the timber
companies, a second represented the
railroads, and the third represented the
mining companies. They had all the big
bases covered.

Times have changed since then. But
unless we make dramatic changes to
campaign finance, this Congress is
slowly but surely reverting to a situa-
tion in which individual Members are
being seen as tools or mouthpieces of
major economic interests in this coun-
try.

Our principal responsibility as Mem-
bers of this sacred body is to see to it
that that does not happen. That is why
I have tried to raise this issue today,
and that is why, while I will support
Shays-Meehan and I will oppose the
freshman bill, I honestly believe that
after the court gets done mucking up
again honest efforts at reform, we will
have to, in all honesty, turn to the rec-
ognition that we are going to have to
look at a narrow constitutional amend-
ment, if we are to save this Republic
from the clutches of the wealthy elite
which would turn ‘‘One-man One-vote’’
into ‘‘Every man for the elite!’’

That is not the way this country is
supposed to be shaped, but our election
politics right now guarantees that is
the way it is going, without fundamen-
tal reform.

I congratulate the supporters of
Shays-Meehan. They are trying to do
the best they can under ridiculous
court decisions, but they cannot go
very far under those ridiculous deci-
sions.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Does any Member rise in oppo-
sition to the amendment?

The gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLITTLE) is recognized for 20 min-
utes.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I respect the honesty of the gen-
tleman. I completely disagree on the
solution, but I think some of the prob-
lems he has identified are real prob-
lems.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, all that
demonstrates is what Will Rogers
meant when he said, when two people
agree on everything, one of them is un-
necessary.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Well, I assure the
gentleman, there is lots of room for de-
bate in this.

The Buckley case, of course, is com-
pletely consistent with prior cases on
the First Amendment and has been
upheld repeatedly, dozens of decisions
since then, so it is not an exception to
the Supreme Court’s rulings in this
area. It is not an aberration. It is com-
pletely consistent with mainstream
constitutional law. It was correctly de-
cided for the most part, I have quibbles
with parts of it, but in general the idea
that you cannot place expenditure lim-
its on people who are running for office
is desirable and constitutionally cor-
rect.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) really, in his substitute, does
what I think most of the sponsors of
Shays-Meehan really want, and that is
to get the public financing. That is
highly unpopular, and I wish the gen-
tleman would bring it up for a vote. I
have taken a radically different course
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than most of the other bills with my
full disclosure and deregulation. I
would like to see the complete antith-
esis—offered by Mr. OBEY—voted on in
this House as well. Perhaps the gen-
tleman will change his mind at the end
and perhaps not.

Anyway, I guess I would just like to
quote, again the Sacramento Bee, vir-
tually the Washington Post of the West
Coast, when it editorialized yesterday
against Shays-Meehan, but the two
criticisms, I think, go right to the
heart of the bill of the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) as well.

And it says in the editorial page, ‘‘it
centers on two big, wrong-headed re-
forms: Prohibiting national political
parties from collecting or using soft
money contributions and outlawing
independent political advertising that
identifies candidates within 60 days of
a Federal election.’’ I think in this case
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) may have said his was 90 days.

The editorial continues: ‘‘That means
the law would prohibit issue campaign-
ing at precisely the time when voters
are finally interested in listening,
hardly consistent with free speech.
Since that kind of restriction is likely
to be tossed by the courts as a viola-
tion of constitutional free speech guar-
antees, the net effect of the changes
will be to weaken political parties
while making the less accountable
‘independent expenditure groups’ kings
of the campaign landscape.

So, indeed, we see that far from
bringing control from the elite back to
the average person, the bill of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), ac-
cording to the Sacramento Bee, and I
believe this as well, would go exactly
in the opposite direction and further
strengthen the hand of the elite, just
as Shays-Meehan would do along with
the other big government types of re-
forms.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

I think we need to understand what
issue advocacy campaigns are and what
independent expenditures are.

What happens is, if a corporation or a
union or any other private interest
gets mad at any Member of this Con-
gress, they can run an unlimited
amount of ads savaging their reputa-
tion without ever telling who they are,
where they get their money or what
their real agenda is. They pretend that
these are not campaign ads when they
are, to the core, efforts to influence
campaigns. They are public lies that
slip by because nobody on the Supreme
Court ever ran for sheriff.

If any member of the Supreme Court
had ever run for public office, they
would understand what an idiocy they
have performed when they produced
Buckley v. Valeo. They would under-
stand the scams that routinely go on to
pretend that you are not involved in a
campaign when you are going hell-bent
to savage the reputation of one of the
candidates in a campaign.

So what I believe is that if any
money is going to be contributed to af-
fect the campaign, it ought to be con-
tributed on top of the table, not under
the table. My first preference is to have
no private money at all, because that
is the only way that you truly do as-
sure one-man one-vote.

Shays-Meehan cannot do that be-
cause they are trying to be very care-
ful, so they produce something which
lives within the constraints of Buckley
v. Valeo and the other decisions. I re-
spect them for their efforts, and I ap-
plaud them. But somebody in this Con-
gress has to speak forthrightly about
the stupidity of those court decisions
and how the big money interests of this
country have been able to manipulate
those decisions through the years. And
that situation is getting worse, it is
not getting better.

I would hope that passage of Shays-
Meehan will lead to creating more
pressure and more awareness in the
public of the need to have fundamental
reform. If it were accepted by the other
body, it would be a welcome first step
forward.

Let us not kid ourselves, it is a mod-
est, modest approach in comparison to
what really needs to be done if this
country is going to some day, some
day, for at least a moment or two in
our history, have truly equal access to
government on the part of every Amer-
ican, regardless of connections, regard-
less of economic circumstances, re-
gardless of who you know.

Your ability to influence government
ought to be based on what you know,
not who you know and what you have
in your bank account. Right now, the
system is just reversed, and that is why
it is so sick.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, just to observe, the system is
sick and the system rewards the elites,
particularly the media elite. Over-
whelmingly the liberal media elite in
this country is going to get even
stronger under the bill of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and
the Shays-Meehan bill and under these
other big government types of reforms.

That is why, if we really want to do
something for the average person, we
will go in the opposite direction and
deregulate, not further encumber the
system with even more regulation.

By the way, just as a point of note,
Justice Sandra Day O’Connor, just to
name one, was, I believe, an elected Re-
publican leader in the Arizona legisla-
ture, so she certainly was familiar with
elections. While it is true that she was
not on the court when Buckley was de-
cided, she has certainly been partici-
pating in all the various decisions
which without fail have continued to
sustain and uphold the rationale in
Buckley ever since it was rendered in
1976.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, what the gentleman
from California (Mr. DOOLITTLE) is
really doing is defending the status
quo. I respect his right to do that. But
what he is defending is a system which
says on the books that individuals can
only contribute $1,000 to a candidate in
a general election, and political action
committees can only contribute $5,000
in a general election, but if some rich
guy gets his nose out of joint, he can
spend a million dollars affecting the
outcome of a political campaign.

Now, that, on its face, is ludicrous.
You talk about guaranteeing the su-
premacy of elites, you have got to be
kidding if you do not think that that
guarantees the supremacy of economic
elites in this country.

All you have to have in order to de-
stroy a decent balance in politics in
this country is a big ego and a big bank
account and a big grudge against some-
body who is trying to behave in the
public interest. That is why I think we
need the fundamental reform I am
talking about.

Mr. Chairman, absent any speakers
on my side, if the gentleman is willing
to yield back, I am willing to yield
back.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Let me say, at the end of my brief re-
marks, I am prepared to yield back. We
have no more speakers.

I would just like to observe that I am
really not defending the status quo. I
loathe this present system as much as
anybody. But it is the big government
types who gave us the present system.
The present system has created this
absurd situation which you identified
where a millionaire can do anything he
likes for his own election, but he can
only give $1,000 to somebody else’s.

The converse of that is that the indi-
vidual, as a candidate who is not a mil-
lionaire, who has no money, so to
speak, of average means and has to get
it from others, he has to go grub for
money and spend 70 percent of his
time, like Lamar Alexander was quoted
as doing, because the present system
limits him what we can do.

So the millionaire, under the big gov-
ernment elite system, the sky is the
limit to the billionaire, he can spend
whatever he likes, and that is okay.
But the average person is limited in
what he can raise in order to be able to
spend it in his campaign.

It is just not fair. It is not right. The
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
and I have different solutions for this.

I just want to make clear, I think in
many ways, in fact, I do not think, I
know my proposal is clearly the most
dramatic in terms of the change that it
would make, because it totally over-
throws the existing order and does not
leave even a vestige of it. We institute
instead thereof full disclosure.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-

self 1 minute.
I would simply say, Mr. Chairman,

the system the gentleman is proposing
as an alternative would simply say
that the way you solve the problem is
by letting the big guys contribute more
than they contribute today. I do not
find that to be much of a solution at
all.

I would also point out, again, the sys-
tem the gentleman is defending by way
of independent expenditures allows
people to affect the outcome of elec-
tions secretly rather than having their
contributions on top of the table.

The best way to relieve politicians
from the need to go after those thou-
sand dollar contributions is to simply
take away their ability to take any
money, period. Elections are supposed
to be public events. They are not sup-
posed to be a competition between pri-
vate interests. They are supposed to
serve the public interest, not the pri-
vate interests with money. That is why
we will never truly have a government
‘‘of, by and for the people’’ until there
is no private money at all allowed in
campaigns and we have 100 percent
public financing.

That may not be stylish, but that
happens to be what I believe. I believe
it with all the fiber of my being. I am
not going to be like the country
preacher that Mo Udall cited once, who
says, ‘‘Well, folks, thems my views, and
if you don’t like them, well, then I will
change them.’’

I am not going to change my views. I
believe this is the only way to truly
give us a truly Democratic system.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
time has expired.

The amendment No. 4 not being of-
fered, pursuant to the order of the
House of the legislative day of Wednes-
day, August 5, 1998, it is now in order
to debate the subject matter of the
amendment printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD as No. 8.

Pursuant to House Resolution 442 and
that order, the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) and a Member op-
posed, each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON).

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes of my time to the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN), and I
ask unanimous consent that he be able
to yield blocks of time as he deems
necessary.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Arkansas?

There was no objection.
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Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

As we have learned in this debate,
campaign finance reform can certainly
be a complex and confusing issue, but
the public always has a way of making

common sense out of nonsense. To the
public, this issue boils down to the
meaning of democracy. Democracy in
our country, in Washington, is being
changed from ‘‘the people rule’’ to ‘‘big
money governs’’, and that is what must
be reversed.

In order for democracy to be
strengthened, we have to empower the
individual. The Hutchinson-Allen
freshman bill does exactly this. The
freshman bill empowers individuals so
that their voices can be heard in Wash-
ington, even above the clamor of spe-
cial interests.

The freshman bill, most importantly,
protects the Constitution and free
speech, but it also gives the American
people a greater voice in our political
process. It does this in three ways.

First of all, it restrains the uncon-
trolled excesses of big monied special
interests and labor unions by banning
soft money, the millions of dollars
these groups pump into our national
political parties in a similar fashion as
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FARR) indicated this morning that his
legislation did, banning it to the Fed-
eral parties but not restricting the
States.

It strengthens the individual voices
by increasing the amount individuals
and political action committees can
give by indexing their contribution
limits to match inflation. The fresh-
man bill is the only proposal that
strengthens the individual contribu-
tions in this way.

Thirdly, it provides information to
the public, and it strengthens individ-
uals in that way, by giving them and
the media information about who is
spending money to influence cam-
paigns. Knowledge is power and we em-
power individuals.

Mr. Chairman, the freshman bill has
been criticized by extremists on both
sides of this debate. On the one hand
there are those who would claim this
bill goes too far and should not ban
soft money. On the other hand, there
are those who claim this bill does not
go far enough and is not real reform. I
am not sure we could have asked for a
better compliment. The opposition
from both extremes suggests the fresh-
man task force has succeeded in pro-
ducing a balanced and fair bill that
does not tip the scales in favor of one
faction or another.

And so the freshman bill is simple,
but in this town being simple and
straightforward confuses a lot of peo-
ple. But because it is bipartisan, be-
cause it is simple, it has the best op-
portunity of going through the Senate,
being passed and becoming law.

I am delighted with my fellow fresh-
men who have worked so hard on this
and I will look forward to hearing them
in this debate. Our goal is the best
route for reform, and that is the fresh-
man bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Is there a Member who stands
in opposition?

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON) is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, this process is clearly
at a point where we are going to make
a choice, and the choice is relatively
simple. We will either move forward
with the Shays-Meehan legislation,
that has some chance, although a dif-
ficult hurdle with the parliamentary
ability of Senators to stop legislation,
and move forward with campaign fi-
nance reform.

I happen to think it is also a pref-
erable piece of legislation, in that it
has stricter controls on soft money and
issue advocacy ads. It does a better job
in a number of areas. It does not in-
crease expenditure limits as large as
this bill does. Under this particular
piece of legislation an individual’s abil-
ity to give, per election cycle, goes
from $25,000 to $50,000. I am against in-
creasing any of these contribution lim-
its.

The average American must be sit-
ting home and scratching their heads
when they look at legislation that in-
creases how much an individual can
give in each election cycle from $25,000
to $50,000. That is not the challenge to
entering the political process for most
families who make less than $50,000 a
year. The only reason to increase the
amount of money that people can con-
tribute to campaigns is if we think
wealthy people do not have enough ac-
cess to the political process. That is
clearly not the problem.

I would hope we would defeat this
bill. It has been a noble effort. They
have clearly wanted reform. We have a
better vehicle before us. We have a ve-
hicle that has a chance of becoming
law and we ought to take that. Defeat
this particular piece of legislation and
let us pass Shays-Meehan.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GEJDENSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
was really pleased that the gentleman
was able to cosponsor the freshman
bill.

Mr. GEJDENSON. I will reclaim my
time, Mr. Chairman, because I have
very little, and say I did so to try to
move this process forward.

I cosponsored almost every piece of
real reform legislation at the begin-
ning of this Congress to see which one
we could get to the forefront. I had my
own. This is not about ego or author-
ship. This is about what we can get
done, and what we can get done today
is Shays-Meehan.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DAVIS), who has been a
real leader in the effort on campaign fi-
nance reform.
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Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,

as soon as the 42 Democratic freshmen
arrived in Washington we chose as our
highest priority to reform the cam-
paign finance system in this country.
And we knew there were two things
that had to be done to accomplish that:
First, the bill had to be bipartisan;
and, second, it had to be incremental.

So the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
TOM ALLEN) is the leader on our side,
working hand-in-hand with the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. ASA HUTCH-
INSON), and a few other Republican
freshmen who wrote a bill attacking
two of the most gaping loopholes in our
campaign finance system: Soft money,
unlimited contributions given to polit-
ical parties, not for good government, I
would submit in many cases. And anon-
ymous, and often misleading and in-
flammatory political ads run by third-
party groups from outside the congres-
sional districts, in most cases, where
the ads were being run.

And that bill was opposed. Matter of
fact, at least one group said that the
courts had upheld their rights to run
political advertising. In fact, they went
on to admit that if they were forced by
our bill to put their names on their po-
litical ads, they would not run the ads.

That is exactly why we were doing
the bill. If somebody is not willing to
put their name on a political ad, they
are not willing to stand behind the rep-
resentations they are making to voters
in attempting to influence the outcome
of an election.

Now, many of us who supported this
bill have voted for Shays-Meehan, and
we will continue to do so. And we will
continue to adopt as our highest prior-
ity to reform this excessive and out-of-
control campaign finance system.

I want to say one thing about the
freshmen who did this. We did so not
because we were concerned about the
risk as to who was going to benefit,
Democrats or Republicans; we were
concerned about the risks of continu-
ing with a system out of control. We
will continue to push, when this bill
passes the House today, for meaningful
campaign finance reform.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Montana (Mr. RICK HILL), who has been
an outstanding leader on this freshman
task force’s efforts for reform.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Many people refer to the freshman
bill as the Shays-Meehan light bill.
Frankly, that is not fair to the Shays-
Meehan bill or to the freshman bill, be-
cause these two bills have a different
underlying philosophy to them. They
do have one thing in common. They
both seek to ban soft money.

But the real question is, how and why
are we trying to reform campaign fi-
nance? Again, we agree that we should
ban soft money and the soft money
abuses of labor unions and corpora-
tions. And the argument for the Shays
bill is that we should ‘‘level the play-
ing field,’’ that is, level the playing

field between incumbents and outside
groups.

They would limit these outside
groups by determining how they get
money and how they spend it and when
they spend it. Is that constitutional?
Probably not. Even the advocates for
Shays-Meehan believe it may not meet
constitutional muster. More impor-
tant, is it a good thing to do? I do not
think it is. I think it is a bad idea.

Shays basically says incumbents
should control, that others should play
on the same playing field as incum-
bents, and so they seek to limit these
outside groups. I do not think we
should level the playing field by limit-
ing the political speech. And so the
freshman took a fresh approach. Prob-
ably because we were not incumbents
allowed us to take that fresh approach.

We said that we should level the
playing field, but the playing field
ought to be level between incumbents
and challengers. The result of the
Shays bill is that it is going to protect
incumbents and it is going to restrict
the opportunities for challengers. The
freshman bill seeks to expand the op-
portunities for challengers.

How does it do that? It takes the
shackles off political parties and their
ability to help challengers. Challengers
lose because they cannot get the re-
sources. Our bill says let parties help
challengers and, in the process, let us
make campaigns competitive, and we
think that is good.

The Shays bill weakens parties. It
forecloses the ability of parties to help
their candidates. It will pit parties
against their own candidates to raise
money.

When the Court declares Shays un-
constitutional, which it will, incum-
bents are virtually guaranteed reelec-
tion. They are the only ones that will
get the resources. They will be com-
pletely free of criticism from outside
groups. And the problem is that chal-
lengers are going to be further locked
out of the political process. Incum-
bents have all the power today. And
what the freshmen bill says is that let
us let challengers, let us let outsiders
get access to the resources.

I would ask my colleagues today to
support the freshman bill.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS)
be allowed to take 10 minutes of my
time and distribute it as he sees fit.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Connecticut?

There was no objection.
Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN).

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this year’s freshman
class, the Democratic freshman class,
and I compliment them on their com-
mitment to passing campaign finance
reform.

Here we are on the verge of this his-
toric vote, and as I look over, I see the

gentleman from Florida (Mr. JIM
DAVIS), and the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. TOM ALLEN), and the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. BOB WEYGAND),
and the freshmen Members who have
worked so hard on this bill for so long.
I think of the hours that we put in de-
bating the pros and cons of different
provisions in our legislation. It is real-
ly a warm feeling to think that here we
are, we are going to pass a bill.

Now, I hope it is the Shays-Meehan
bill, but I want to compliment the abil-
ity of the freshman class to work in a
bipartisan way, the ability of the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. HAL
FORD), and the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. VIC SNYDER), and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. ALLEN BOYD),
and so many of the Democratic fresh-
men to work hard, diligently, to get us
to a point in time where not only we
are finally getting a debate and a vote
on campaign finance reform, but we are
going to make a real difference by ad-
vocating tirelessly for reform. The re-
sult is going to be that we are going to
send a bill over to the other body, and
the freshmen Democrats ought to be
recognized for their outstanding ef-
forts.

I also rise today in opposition to the
Hutchinson-Allen legislation, because I
think we have a unique opportunity to
pass a stronger bill, the Shays-Meehan
substitute. And due to the structure of
the debate, a vote for the Hutchinson-
Allen bill would be a vote against the
Shays-Meehan bill.

We have a bill that would definitely
end the million dollar contributions
that have funneled through the parties.
It would also end the sham issue ads
that influence Federal elections. Why?
Because our legislation would not
allow States to funnel unlimited
money into Federal races. Moreover,
the Shays-Meehan bill reins in those
sham issue ads that ought to qualify as
campaign ads.

Another major loophole is this whole
issue of undisclosed corporate money.
We can do better. The Shays-Meehan
legislation will do that. Mr. Chairman,
I can honestly tell my colleagues that
the Shays-Meehan legislation will cut
the ties between unlimited contribu-
tions and the legislative process. I can-
not draw the same conclusion about
the Hutchinson substitute. Therefore, I
cannot, in good conscience, endorse the
freshman bill.

But I think it is important, as we
reach this critical hour, that we recog-
nize the Members of the Democratic
freshman class who signed the dis-
charge petition to enable us to have
this debate and this vote; who stood
tall with the gentleman from Connecti-
cut (Mr. CHRIS SHAYS), myself, and the
other Democratic Members, who got an
outstanding 237 majority in this House
on Monday evening, and those Mem-
bers who, I believe, will stand tall in
sending the Shays-Meehan bill over to
the other body so that we can get real
campaign finance reform.

I congratulate Members of the fresh-
man class and look forward to having
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them join with me at the end of this
debate in making sure we send to the
Senate the Shays-Meehan legislation.

b 1315

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute to say that, first, I
thank my colleague the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON) for
yielding me the 10 minutes, and to ac-
knowledge the fact that he has been an
extraordinary leader on campaign fi-
nance reform and succeeded in drafting
legislation that got to the President’s
desk, and excellent legislation as well.

I also want to stand to congratulate
both the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. HUTCHINSON) and the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and all the
freshmen for what they have done.

The difficult thing is, we have
worked well to bring this legislation
forward. We tried not to, as reformers,
to attack each other and to present a
clear case. But today is the day in
which we have to distinguish the dif-
ferences.

I would just say that I think in order
to have a ban on soft money, we have
to ban it not on just the Federal level
but on the State level for Federal elec-
tions. And I think we cannot leave the
current loophole of sham issue ads
being allowed to continue when they
are truly campaign ads. We need to
make them campaign ads. They need to
follow the campaign rules in order to
eliminate that extraordinary loophole.
We do have to continue to move for-
ward with reform.

So I thank my colleagues, and I look
forward to this debate.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
GOSS).

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the Hutchinson
amendment, the substitute, and, as it
is known, the freshman substitute. Of
all the choices out there, I think it de-
serves support.

Mr. Chairman, if this were a perfect world
lifting present restrictions on campaign financ-
ing and substituting only one requirement of
immediate and full disclosure—with trans-
parency—would be a perfect solution. This
would allow a candidate to run his or her cam-
paign in their own way in a free country while
giving the voters immediate access to who is
funding the candidates campaign. An informed
electorate could then fully participate freely
knowledgeably casting their ballots. But it’s not
a perfect world and we need to look at other
choices.

I have heard from many individuals, special
interest groups, newspaper editorial boards re-
garding which bill is the correct and only solu-
tion to the problem. There’s no such choice,
and if we are honest with ourselves—we all
know it.

I happen to favor the Hutchinson substitute
for a few very good reasons. Unlike the

Shays/Meehan proposal, the freshman bill
does not limit issue advocacy. Instead, it re-
quires organizations to disclose any advertise-
ment expenditures over a certain limit.

The freshman bill bans national parties from
raising soft money, and also prohibits Federal
office holders and candidates from raising soft
money for State parties. But, unlike the Shays/
Meehan bill, the Hutchinson substitute does
not impose Washington’s views and regula-
tions on the State parties. As someone who
believes strongly in States’ rights, I believe
this is an important distinction.

It’s important to remember that the GOP
majority in Congress has brought forward this
open and extensive debate. The Democratic
Party after 40 years in power in Congress
never did do campaign reform and left us in
the mess we are today. I commend Mr.
HUTCHINSON for his leadership on this issue
and I urge adoption of the freshman sub-
stitute. All rhetoric aside, it’s the most work-
able choice and though I’m not a freshman I
think their bill deserves strong support.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. WOLF).

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port. I was one of the Republican Mem-
bers that signed the discharge petition
to get this process moving, and one of
the reasons I did it is because soft
money is beginning to and may have
already corrupted the political process
and will continue.

One of my major reasons for support-
ing this proposal is that both political
parties, the Democratic Party and the
Republican Party, are taking money
from the gambling interests, record
money.

Look at today’s Washington Post:
‘‘Survivor of Father’s Shooting Dies.’’
Dad was $10 million in debt, gambling
and other debt ‘‘totaling more than $10
million, some of it from gambling
losses at Atlantic City.’’

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 6, 1998]
LONE SURVIVOR OF FATHER’S SHOOTINGS DIES

(By Wendy Melillo and Brooke A. Masters)
An 11-year old Herndon girl died yesterday

after initially surviving the slayings of her
mother and brother and the suicide of her fa-
ther, Who authorities now say had defrauded
area banks of nearly $2 million and had $10
million in gambling and other debts.

Reha Ramachandran was grazed by a bul-
let that struck the back of her head as her
father, Natarajan Ramachandran, killed his
wife and 7-year old son Sunday night. Reha
died yesterday afternoon at Inova Fairfax
Hospital after her brain swelled as a result of
the injury.

Sources familiar with the investigation
said that before his death, Ramachandran
had written nearly $2 million in bad checks
in an attempt to cover mounting debt total-
ing more than $10 million, some of it from
gambling losses at Atlantic City casinos. He
had been under investigation by the FBI and
had been interviewed several times by agents
who were building a case against him, a
source said.

‘‘It is sad day when the love of money and
the fear of failure drives a man to destroy

his entire family,’’ said Lt. Bruce Guth, a
Fairfax County police homicide investigator.

Ramachandran was writing checks on sev-
eral bank accounts, all with insufficient
funds, authorities said. The time it took for
checks to clear between accounts in the dif-
ferent banks allowed Ramachandran to stay
one step ahead of being caught, authorities
said.

‘‘Our case concluded at the time he killed
himself and will subsequently be closed,’’
John L. Barrett Jr., special agent in charge
of the criminal division in the FBI’s Wash-
ington field office.

Authorities said Ramachandran’s business
partner, Nagaraja Thyagarajan, became
aware of the financial problems and went to
Ramachandran’s home in the 12300 block of
Clareth Drive at 12:45 p.m. Monday to discuss
the matter. When Thyagarajan knocked at
the door, Reha, shaken, disoriented and
bleeding from a bullet wound, answered the
door.

She was admitted to Inova Fairfax Hos-
pital and her condition improved somewhat
Tuesday—she even spoke with police—before
she died of complications yesterday.

Fairfax County police said Reha told them
that after being shot, she somehow thought
it was all ‘‘just a bad dream.’’ She said she
stumbled from the master bedroom, where
Ramachandran had gathered the family, into
another room and fell asleep until she was
aroused by Thyagarajan’s knock at the door.

Autopsies performed yesterday on
Ramachandran; his wife, Kalpara, 36; and
son, Raj, determined that they died of gun-
shot wounds to their upper bodies.

Sources said Ramachandran left a note de-
tailing his financial problems. They said his
wife was not aware of his financial difficul-
ties.

Records from New Jersey Superior Court
show three judgments for an Atlantic City
hotel and casino against Ramachandran, who
apparently also used the name Nat Ram
there. The judgments, in 1991 and 1992, to-
taled $2,240.

Ramachandran worked for Universal Fi-
nance Solutions, a Vienna investment firm
that he founded with Thyagarajan.
Ramachandran and Thyagarajan paid
$252,000 in cash for the office condominium in
a low-rise building on Gallows Road, accord-
ing to land records and the previous owner of
the property.

Thyagarajan has declined to comment on
the case.

Ramachandran and his wife bought their
Herndon home, with four bedrooms, and 41⁄2
bathrooms, for $585,000 in April 1997, with a
mortgage of $438,000. The house sits on an
acre amid only 10 other homes in a subdivi-
sion called Crossfields.

The family had not sold its previous home
in Prince William County. It was purchased
in July 1989 for $170,400. County land records
show the couple had a $153,350 mortgage on
that property, and an additional loan in Oc-
tober for $15,700.

Mr. WOLF. Why would the Demo-
cratic Party, why would the Repub-
lican Party want to take money from
the gambling industry that brings
about corruption and addiction?

I also saw a study that came out the
other day from Vermont where it says,
the medical journal Pediatrics, ‘‘High
school students who gamble are more
likely to engage in other health-risk
behaviors.’’

The study surveyed 21,000 8th
through 12th graders in Vermont, me-
dian age 15. More than half of these
young people reported they gambled in
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the last 12 months. Those who gambled
in the last 12 months had a number of
things in common: Male; frequent ille-
gal drug use; not using seat belts, and
driving after drinking alcohol.

I sent a letter to both the Demo-
cratic national chairman and the Re-
publican national chairman asking
them to stop taking soft money, and
neither have agreed.

I think this bill is the best bill, the
most balanced bill, the one that can
pass, and the one that can be signed
into law. For those reasons, I urge that
no one vote ‘‘present’’ on this one. I
urge everybody on both sides, whether
they voted for Shays-Meehan or voted
against Shays-Meehan, here is an op-
portunity. Support the Hutchinson-
Allen bill, which will do away with soft
money once and for all, so the gam-
bling interests and other special inter-
ests can no longer corrupt the political
process.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
plaud the point of view of my colleague
on the gambling interests. I think he is
courageous. I am only concerned about
the State soft money not being closed
in this bill, which it is closed in Shays-
Meehan; and I wonder if the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) had a com-
ment on that.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, I would favor closing it. The
concern I have with Shays-Meehan is it
prohibits people from expressing them-
selves, and I am concerned it is an in-
cumbent protection bill.

I think anybody in the country ought
to have the right to criticize us any
way they want to in any kind of ad.
And, for that reason, I am a little con-
cerned. But on soft money for the
states, I totally agree with the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CAMPBELL. If the gentleman
would yield further, to me it is a dif-
ficult balance, but that would be a flaw
in the freshman bill, that we would
still have soft money which is poten-
tially corruptible and involves gam-
bling interests going to the State.

My State of California, look at the
race for attorney general, last time
Democrat and Republican. We are
going to see gambling money on both
sides. For what? For the attorney gen-
eral, who is obviously making decisions
on that.

Mr. WOLF. Reclaiming my time, I
agree with the gentleman. I urge
strong support for the Hutchinson-
Allen bill.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the Bipar-
tisan Campaign Integrity Act (H.R. 2183), also
known as the ‘‘Freshman bill.’’

I think this is a balanced bill, and one that
can pass. One of my main concerns has been
the need for a total ban on soft money to the
major national political parties. It was because
of this that I was one of those who signed the
discharge petition to keep the campaign fi-
nance reform process alive. I wanted to do ev-

erything I could to help to bring about a total
ban on soft money to the national political par-
ties.

There are a lot of reasons why we need to
take this step. I am deeply concerned about
the obscene amounts of soft money going to
the Republican and Democrat parties, espe-
cially from the gambling interests. As the au-
thor of legislation to create a commission to
study the impact of the growth of gambling in
America, I have seen firsthand the willingness
of the gambling lobby to throw around vast
sums of money to protect their own self-inter-
ests and preservation—at the expense of the
average citizen. And do they have the money
to do it. The gambling industry rakes in $50
billion in profits each year.

We might not think of gambling as some-
thing that hurts anyone. But study after study
shows thats just not true.

We’ve been hearing a lot about gambling
addiction among you people, and now another
study has come out confirming those earlier
findings.

A recently published article in the medical
journal Pediatrics showed that high school stu-
dents who gamble are more likely to engaged
in other health risk behaviors as well. The
study surveyed more than 21,000 eighth-
through 12th-graders in Vermont schools. The
median age of the students surveyed was 15
years old. More than half of these young peo-
ple reported that they had gambled in the past
12 months. Those who had gambled in the
past 12 months had a number of things in
common: being male; frequent illegal drug
use; not using seatbelts; driving after drinking
alcohol; carrying a weapon; being involved in
a fight; and years of sexual activity.

Teen gambling addiction is just one exam-
ple of this industry’s ill effects. There are many
others. I’ve been concerned by data like this,
so I sent a letter to the chairmen of both major
political parties, which I will include for the
RECORD, asking them to take the first step in
campaign finance reform by refusing to take
soft money campaign contributions from the
gambling industry. Unfortunately, they’re still
taking that money.

Earlier this year, the New York Times re-
ported that the gambling interests have ‘‘more
than quadrupled their contributions to federal
candidates and political parties since 1991.’’

According to Common Cause, the national
Republican and Democratic party committees
have raised a record high of $90 million in soft
money during the first 15 months of the 1998
election cycle. This is more than double what
the parties raised during the first 15 months of
the 1994 cycle. In the first three months of
1998 alone, the parties raised almost $23 mil-
lion.

The Freshman bill protects free speech. It
provides a level playing field for all federal
candidates. It bans soft money on the federal
level, and prohibits funny business between
state and federal parties by eliminating loop-
holes. The Freshman bill stops state parties
from laundering soft money for federal can-
didates.

Soft money to the national political parties is
the 900-pound gorilla of campaign finance re-
form. It’s time to ban it. The Freshman bill
does it. That’s why I’m going to vote for it. I
urge my colleagues to do the same.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, April 3, 1998.

Mr. JIM NICHOLSON,
Chairman, Republican National Committee,

Washington, DC.
Mr. ROY ROMER,
General Chairman, Democratic National Com-

mittee, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. NICHOLSON AND MR. ROMER: With

today’s gridlock on campaign finance re-
form—which many of us believe is essential
to this country, and must have, at its core,
a ban on soft money—I would like to offer a
suggestion to get the process started. There
is something that can be done to help with
this problem right now. A good first step to-
ward meaningful reform could happen today
if both major political parties would refuse
to accept one more dollar from the gambling
industry.

We couldn’t even watch the NCAA basket-
ball championship without thinking of the
recent headlines about the gambling scandal
involving two former basketball players
from Northwestern University who were just
indicted for shaving points in three games
during the 1994–95 season. Although betting
on college sports is illegal, The Washington
Post reports that $80 million was wagered on
this year’s NCAA tournament. (See at-
tached.)

But there is something else we need to
think about as political leaders. There is a
definite link between gambling and political
corruption. Pro-gambling forces are well-
funded and lobby hard—at federal, state and
local levels. In the 1995–96 election cycle
alone, the casino interest poured $7 million
into campaign coffers, according to a study
conducted by the Campaign Study Group for
The New York Times. I don’t know if you
saw the article that details this, but I’m en-
closing it for you. It says that these political
contributions have quadrupled since 1991 and
that money has been given both to federal
candidates and to political parties. This
sends the wrong message about what kind of
government we have.

Is it not hypocritical to call for campaign
finance reform while simultaneously receiv-
ing large sums of soft money from gambling
interests? I urge you today to jointly call a
halt to taking this money. With both major
parties taking this action, neither party
would have an advantage over the other. The
winners in this would be the American Fam-
ily—to moms, dads and kids everywhere.

All across the country, the nation’s news-
papers are filled with stories of corruption
related to gambling. Sometimes the parties
involved are the gambling operators them-
selves, as was the case recently when the
manager of a Virginia charitable gambling
operation pleaded guilty to nine counts of
embezzlement, The Virginia Pilot reported
in January. Earlier, four officials pleaded
guilty and two workers are under indictment
in bingo corruption cases in a neighboring
Virginia town.

But many times the corruption related to
gambling has political overtones. Recent
land-grabbing cases by the city led George
magazine to list Las Vegas in its ‘‘Ten Most
Corrupt Cities’’ in the March 1998 issues. A
former city councilman told the magazine,
‘‘This is government for the casinos, of the
casinos, and by the casinos.’’ A former dep-
uty attorney general said, ‘‘The city takes
the money that would have gone back into
the community—schools, hospitals, police—
and instead they have given it to the casinos
for their development.’’

A federal investigation into charges of il-
licit gambling-related deals led Missouri’s
House Speaker, who had held the office for 15
years, to resign, the Kansas City Star re-
ported in October 1996.
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Several years earlier, 19 Arizona legisla-

tors and lobbyists were paid off after promis-
ing to see legalized gambling come to the
state, USA Today reported. That incident
has been caught on videotape and became
known as ‘‘AzScam.’’

Corruption charges have brought down
four of the last seven Atlantic City mayors,
the New York Times reported.

In Indiana, the former chairman of the
state’s House Ways and Means Committee
was indicted on charges of bribery, perjury
and filing false financial reports involving a
proposed riverboat casino.

NBC recently aired a movie called, ‘‘Play-
ing to Win,’’ which was about teen addiction
to gambling. The movie ended by citing a
new Harvard study which says two million
teenagers in America are struggling with
gambling addiction. A telephone number for
the National Council on Compulsive Gam-
bling was flashed on the screen. According to
the NCCG’s executive director, their phones
have been ringing off the hook, almost
around the clock, since the airing of the
movie. People are looking for help—for
themselves, for their loved ones—because of
gambling addiction.

What is it that convinced NBC to air this
movie? What was it that motivated the citi-
zens of Oklahoma, their state legislators and
their governor to reject gambling casinos by
more than a 2-to-1 margin earlier this year?

They know the other side of the story.
They knew that gambling is no game. It
leaves in it path the wreckage of human mis-
ery. Addiction, crime, corruption, loss of rev-
enue to local business, bankruptcy, and even
suicide—these are the fruits of this industry
which is sweeping America.

That’s why I’m writing you this letter. Al-
though gambling proponents make promises
of increased jobs and revenue to commu-
nities, gambling is no risk-free game. There
is another side of the story. It’s time for the
leaders and policymakers of this country to
face the evidence that gambling is bad for
families, bad for business and bad for com-
munities. It’s time to say ‘‘no’’ to the money
lure the gambling industry has cast.

GAMBLING IS BAD FOR FAMILIES.
Many families cross the country have been

ruined by gambling. This is a problem that
affects everybody—high school students, re-
tired persons, blue-collar workers, and some
of our nation’s leaders.

Across the country, social service agencies
report the incredibly negative impact that
gambling is having on American families.
The Mississippi State Health Department re-
ported in 1994 that one of its state’s local-
ities, Harrison County, has averaged 500
more divorces per year since casinos ap-
peared.

In Illinois, a 1995 survey of compulsive
gamblers showed that for 25 percent of the
respondents, gambling led to divorce or sepa-
ration.

In Maryland, a 1995 report found that do-
mestic violence and child abuse skyrocket
when gambling arrives into a community.

The executive director of the Gulf Coast
Women’s Center in Biloxi, Mississippi, re-
ported that since gambling came to the area,
the center is averaging 400 more crises calls
per month. In Central City, Colorado, child
protection cases rose six-fold the year after
casinos arrived, a 1994 study found.

The fastest-growing teenage addiction
today is gambling, according to Howard J.
Shaffer, director of Harvard Medical School’s
Center for Addiction Studies. Shaffer found
that the rate of pathological gambling
among high school and college-age people is
twice that of adults.

The gambling industry is not doing enough
to prevent these problems. For example, al-

though the minimum legal age for casino pa-
trons in Louisiana is 21, six underage young
people boarded all three New Orleans-area
riverboats in January and gambled freely,
the Associated Press reported. A local tele-
vision station used a hidden camera to tape
the youths gambling, cashing winnings and
being offered alcoholic beverages by cocktail
waitresses on the boats.

Bakruptcy, too, is skyrocketing in Amer-
ica, crippling American families. Obviously,
sometimes businesses fail and investment go
sour. But too often personal bankruptcies
happen as a result of spiraling gambling
debt. When that’s the case, not only is the
gambler affected, but so is his or her entire
family.

There is a link between gambling and per-
sonal bankruptcies. The U.S. Treasury De-
partment is in the process of conducting a
study to examine this link. According to the
American Bankruptcy Institute, Nevada had
the fourth-highest bankruptcy rate in Amer-
ica in 1996. Mississippi ranked fifth in the
country in per-capita bankruptcy filings. It
is also the state with the second-highest
level of gambling per capita.

Last year, bankruptcies in South Mis-
sissippi were up nearly 18 percent, according
to the Gulfport Sun Herald. The president-
elect of the Mississippi Bankruptcy Con-
ference said that gambling is a major cause
of this increase. (See attached news clip.)

A recent SMR Research Corporation study
on bankruptcy states, ‘‘It now appears that
gambling may be the fastest-growing driver
of bankruptcy.’’ The report also points out
that the bankruptcy rate was 18 percent
higher in counties with one or more gam-
bling facilities, and 35 percent higher in
counties with five or more gambling estab-
lishments. All one needs to do is to look at
a map to see the link between gambling and
bankruptcy, the report says. One example:
Atlantic City, N.J., has the highest bank-
ruptcy rate in the state. (A portion of this
study is attached.)

Sometimes the pressure of trying to deal
with one’s gambling debts proves too much.
One of the most tragic of gambling’s ill ef-
fects on the family is when the gambling
family member sees no other way out and
ends his or her life. In the latest report in
Suicide and Life-Threatening Behavior, the
officials journal of the American Association
of Suicidology, the study, ‘‘Elevated Suicide
Levels Associated with Legalized Gam-
bling,’’ showed that there is a link between
gambling and increased levels of suicide. Dr.
David Phillips of the University of California
at San Diego wrote, ‘‘Our findings raise the
possibility that the recent expansion of le-
galized gambling and the consequent in-
crease in gambling settings may be accom-
panied by an increase in U.S. suicides.’’

The study said that it was not just visitors
who have higher levels of suicide in major
gambling communities, but residents, too.
Las Vegas has the highest levels of suicide in
the nation, both for residents and visitors.

What is the gambling industry’s response?
They claim this phenomenon is due to geog-
raphy—that people in the Southwest tend to
be more isolated, remote and more prone to
suicide. And yet, it is not merely a South-
western phenomenon. Atlantic City has ‘‘ab-
normally high suicide levels’’ for visitors and
residents, but that only appeared after gam-
bling casinos were opened, the study said.
The high levels of suicide in these two cities
are not merely the result of a high number of
visitors nor due to suicidal individuals being
attracted to these cities, the study showed.
Surely there can be nothing more tragic for
a family than to lose a family member to
suicide, and the fact is, many times gam-
bling is behind this tragic loss.

GAMBLING IS BAD FOR BUSINESS

In addition to claiming to bring a mere
form of entertainment, the gambling indus-
try often claims it will bring jobs and in-
creased revenue to local economies through
tourism. But when a casino wins, legitimate
local businesses lose. Gambling consumes in-
come that would have been spent on local
tourism, services, movies, recreation and
clothing.

As legalized gambling has spread through-
out the United States in recent years, these
activities have been subsidized by the tax-
payers—directly and indirectly. A 1992 Bet-
ter Government Association study and 1994
Florida Budget Office report both indicated
that for every dollar that legalized gambling
contributes to taxes, it costs the taxpayer at
least three dollars. There are higher infra-
structure, regulatory, criminal justice sys-
tem and social welfare costs when legalized
gambling enters a community.

Although gambling interests claim their
entry into a community will bring economic
growth, many would disagree. One corporate
president and CEO in Mississippi recently
said he’s been having difficulty in recruiting
employees to his company due to the state’s
reputation as ‘‘the gambling state of Amer-
ica,’’ according to the Jackson, Mississippi,
Clarion-Ledger. The CEO said that Mis-
sissippi ‘‘has the second largest amount of
square footage of gambling of any state in
the nation.’’

Researchers from Iowa State University
conducted a 1996 study of one Iowa city to
see how a new riverboat casino affected the
local economy. They found that 29 percent of
local business owners reported decreased ac-
tivity. Local economies in the state of Min-
nesota have also been hurt by gambling. One
statewide survey found that 38 percent of
local restaurant owners said they had lost
business to gambling.

Sometimes the damage to local economies
comes simply because of too many gambling
casinos. When one Illinois city’s casino reve-
nues dropped due to competition from casi-
nos in a neighboring state, the city had to
rebate almost $1 million in gambling taxes.

The state of Louisiana made an ambitious
tax deal with one casino builder in hopes of
bringing the world’s largest casino to New
Orleans. But the deal proved too costly to
Harrah’s Jazz Co., which went bankrupt,
Time magazine reported in April 1996. The
sight of a half-built, rusting casino on the
edge of the French Quarter converted the
state’s governor into an anti-gambling advo-
cate, according to Time. Louisiana voters
agree with him, according to a Baton Rouge
newspaper’s year-end poll, reported earlier
this year. The Advocate found that only 16
percent of voters said legalized gambling has
had a good impact on the state. Almost two-
thirds of respondents said gambling is a seri-
ous or extremely serious problem in Louisi-
ana.

GAMBLING IS BAD FOR COMMUNITIES

Many communities have been misled and
duped into accepting gambling. The gam-
bling industry—with about $50 billion in
yearly profits—is well-financed, and con-
ducts an incredibly smooth public relations
campaign. Government is supposed to be the
protector of societies. But many local gov-
ernments have turned predatory in an effort
to raise revenues for their communities. The
gambling industry entices cash-hungry com-
munities with their slick promises of quick
revenues.

But here are the facts. Although pro-gam-
bling forces vehemently deny it, criminal ac-
tivity does indeed increase in communities
to which gambling has been introduced.

Crime has shot up 43 percent in the Mis-
sissippi Gulf Coast area in the four years



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7321August 6, 1998
after casinos were introduced, according to
the state’s crime commission report, pub-
lished in May 1997. Connecticut’s Foxwoods
Casino is one of the largest and most pros-
perous in the country. But the mayor of one
nearby town reports that its police depart-
ment’s annual number of calls skyrocketed
from 4,000 to 16,700 within five years after the
casino opened. After casinos came to Dead-
wood, South Dakota, the annual number of
felony cases increased by 69 percent, the
Eight Circuit Court reported in November
1997.

An FBI agent recently pleaded guilty to
stealing more than $400,000 from the agency
to pay off his gambling debts. For five years
the agent embezzled money, wrote bogus
memos and falsified expense reports to raise
money so he could gamble, The Washington
Post reported. He was supposed to be inves-
tigating an organized crime squad, but ended
up entangled in their activities himself after
placing big bets on sporting events with
them. ‘‘My client has a gambling problem’’
his attorney told the Las Vegas Sun.

In California, prosecutors have charged
four men with murder or attempted murder
for following, robbing and shooting women
after they were gambling at a Hollywood ca-
sino, the Los Angeles Times recently re-
ported.

Sometimes increased crime shows itself
not only outside the casinos, but inside as
well. Federal banking regulators nailed the
Trump Taj Mahal Casino Resort with a
$477,000 fine for money laundering—the big-
gest such fine ever, the Philadelphia Inquirer
reported recently. Authorities said that drug
traffickers, counterfeiters and others are
known to use casinos as places to launder
money. They do this by finding people to buy
chips in denominations just under $10,000,
gamble a little bit of it, then cash in the
chips for ‘‘clean’’ money.

A 78-year-old man allegedly shot and
wounded five people in a casino in Reno, Ne-
vada, according to an Associated Press story
earlier this year. He was caught when he
tried to shuffle away using his walker. The
man was booked for investigation of two
counts of attempted murder and three
counts of battery with a deadly weapon. Two
of the wounded people refused to go to the
hospital and remained at the casino to gam-
ble, according to a casino spokesman.

America deserves to know the whole story
behind gambling: The good, the bad and the
ugly. As more and more families are strug-
gling to make ends meet, the idea of making
easy, quick money can be an attractive lure.
But there is a dark side to gambling. Its ill
effects are taking their toll on too many
under our care. Families are being ruined,
businesses are being hurt, and communities
are suffering.

What a message it would send to America’s
families for both party leaders to end politi-
cal contributions from gambling. What a
dramatic step it would be to begin cleaning
up the political process and the fund-raising
mess that exists today. The time has come
to ‘‘just say no’’ to gambling money. I urge
you to take that step today.

Sincerely,
FRANK R. WOLF,
Member of Congress.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND) who has been a mem-
ber of the Freshman Task Force that
produced the freshman bill, a strong
advocate of campaign finance reform.

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I want to first commend the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
HUTCHINSON) for the fine leadership
that they have performed during this
very tough and rigorous process.

I am a proud member of the Fresh-
man Task Force that worked on fi-
nance reform. I am very proud of the
work product that we have produced
during the course of the year and a half
that we have been working together. I
am very proud of the Task Force mem-
bers with whom I have had the privi-
lege of associating myself.

I am especially proud of the freshman
class that really stood up and took on
this issue early last year at the begin-
ning of this 105th session of Congress,
when it looked as if the issue was dead
in the water. Perhaps it does take a
new perspective and fresh energy to
come to this body, to add some life to
an issue that is incredibly important to
people back in my district in Wisconsin
and throughout the entire country.

What united us freshmen was a com-
mon experience that we all shared in
1996 in winning our first election to the
United States Congress. Those were
typically very negative campaigns that
was unbelievably costly, and we all re-
alized that the system had run amuck
and we need to do something about it.

Those who have supported Shays-
Meehan, and I was a sponsor and sup-
porter of Shays-Meehan, and those who
are going to support the freshman bill
can all be proud of the label that we all
share. Reformers, because there has
been a great philosophical divide on
this issue.

Some in this body believe that the
problem with the political system is
not that there is too much money in it
but that there is not enough money.
That is not what motivated us fresh-
men. We believe we need to get the big
money out of the political process and
hopefully, therefore, the influence of
money out of the political process, so
we can restore some integrity and
some credibility to this body again.

I would encourage my colleagues to
support finance reform, and ask the
Senate to pass it this year.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN).

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, we are at
the moment of a major victory, not
final, but major. And the freshmen
have helped us move to this moment,
but their proposal is seriously flawed.
Let me mention a few of the provi-
sions.

It has a loophole for soft money re-
lating to State parties. And that is not
the question of the role of State par-
ties, it is leaving a loophole for soft
money.

Secondly, it would increase the con-
tribution maximums from $25,000 to
$50,000. That means a couple over 2
years could contribute $200,000 overall.

I think that is unnecessary and too
high.

But, thirdly, let me talk about issue
ads. It is not a matter of curtailing free
speech. It is whether speech that is
really a campaign ad should be within
the purview of our regulatory system.

The Supreme Court said this in
Buckley: ‘‘To the extent that large
contributions are given to secure polit-
ical quid pro quo’s from current and
potential office holders, the integrity
of our system of representative democ-
racy is undermined. Of almost equal as
the danger of actual quid pro quo ar-
rangements is the impact of the ap-
pearance of corruption stemming from
public awareness of the opportunities
for abuse inherent in a regime of large
individual financial contributions.’’

The Court in Furgatch said, Ten years
later, as these ads began to proliferate,
‘‘we begin with the proposition that
‘express advocacy’ is not strictly lim-
ited to communications using certain
key phrases.’’ And it goes on to say
. . . ‘‘ ‘independent’ campaign spenders
working on behalf of candidates could
remain just beyond the reach of the act
by avoiding certain key words while
conveying a message that is unmistak-
ably directed to the election or defeat
of a named candidate.’’

Shays-Meehan brings campaign ads
within present campaign regulations.
Democracy needs it. Vote for Shays-
Meehan.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

I just want to respond to the com-
ments from the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) concerning what they
call the loophole about State soft
money. We approached it in different
way. We do not believe that the Fed-
eral Government ought to be mandat-
ing to the State governments and the
political parties as to what they should
do. Thirteen states, I believe it is, have
already banned soft money to them.

What we do is take away the Federal
candidates and office holders from rais-
ing soft money for the States and leave
the rest of the regulation to them.

I do not think we ought to prohibit a
State party from getting out the vote
efforts for a legislative candidate just
because a Federal candidate is on the
ballot. And so that is the distinction,
and I think it is the right approach to
campaign finance reform.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 seconds to say this is well-in-
tended but it is also a gigantic loop-
hole. In order to prevent the abuse of
soft money, we have to ban it on the
Federal level and the State level for
Federal elections. We do not ban soft
money for State elections.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from New Hampshire
(Mr. BASS) from the great state of
‘‘Live free or die.’’

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, I thank my
colleague from Connecticut for yield-
ing.

I rise in opposition to the freshman
substitute, not to denigrate in any way
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the fine efforts of this team and the
time that they have dedicated to devel-
oping a solution to the problem of re-
forming our campaign financial sys-
tem, but to suggest that Shays-Meehan
is a better product, wire-brushed by the
public, if you will, over the last year or
so, debated for countless hours in this
body, perfected through the adoption of
amendments offered, and worthy of our
acceptance as the only product that
has a reasonable chance of being en-
acted into law, which should be the ul-
timate goal for those of us who truly
believe that the time is ripe for reform.

Now, I would point out, as has been
discussed a minute ago, that the fresh-
man substitute does not end the cor-
rupt soft money system. And we can
debate whether the States can do it or
not, but the fact is we can still raise
soft money for financing campaigns.
And of particular interest to me, it
leaves in place the current loophole
through which unlimited corporate and
union treasury funds are funneled into
elections and there is no accountabil-
ity.

Now, Shays-Meehan is not a perfect
product. There are many provisions
that I would like to see added. But this
is not the day to demand a wish list.
There is a commission established in
this bill that will deal with all these
other issues at another day. This is the
day, my colleagues, to prove the cynics
wrong and send Shays-Meehan to the
Senate.

Now, over the last month or two,
many amendments have been offered to
Shays-Meehan, some with good intent,
some to stymie the process. As painful
as it may be to admit, the freshman
bill now has become Custer’s last stand
for those who oppose reform. I would
suggest to my colleagues that we make
no mistake about it.

For better or for worse, a vote for the
pending motion is a vote against mov-
ing forward with meaningful reform. I
urge opposition to the pending motion.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. GRANGER), a great
freshman and a great Member of this
body.

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in strong support of the cam-
paign finance reform of the freshman
class. I am proud to be a part of that
class. It is a class that vowed to work
in a bipartisan way toward real solu-
tions to problems.

Now, while all the campaign finance
proposals we are debating have the best
of intentions, I am afraid some of them
have not produced the best results. The
freshman bill will have the most posi-
tive effect on campaign finance be-
cause it addresses the most profound
problems. Not one of them, not just
some of them, but all of them. It covers
soft money. It covers issue advocacy.
And it covers the rights of union work-
ers.

Mr. Chairman, if we truly are going
to treat the patient, should we not
treat all the symptoms, not just some?

For this reason, I am proud to be a part
of the freshmen bill and I certainly
support it.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, it
is a great privilege for me to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BONIOR), the whip for the mi-
nority.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my colleague for yielding the time.

Mr. Chairman, for a very long time
many of us have worked hard to pass
campaign finance reform and give
America’s electoral system back to the
people that it belongs to, the voters of
this country. And for more than a year
a group of freshmen Members have
worked very, very hard to make this
happen. They have been pushing, cajol-
ing, arguing, they have been at the
forefront of this debate when people
were absent and were not there.
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They came here with a commitment
to reform the way our electoral system
works, and they have shown, I think,
an incredible energy and determination
in getting this body to take up this
issue. I speak of Members on both sides
of the aisle in the freshman class. We
would not be at this point in passing
the first real campaign finance reform
legislation without their commitment
and their passion and their drive. I
want to congratulate them on their
work.

Having said that, I also believe that
the Shays-Meehan bill is America’s
best hope for real campaign finance re-
form. I think our unity now and in the
future is dependent upon how we react
to this proposal that is before us and
how we vote on final passage which is
just a few minutes away. We need to
stick with the Shays-Meehan bill. We
must resist the temptation to vote for
any alternative that would block Mee-
han-Shays no matter how appealing it
may seem.

In conclusion, I just want to again
commend the freshman colleagues for
their work, for their commitment to
change, and I think the best way to
meet that commitment to change, the
best vehicle to move to the other body
so we can have a really important de-
bate on the final outcome of this
drama is to pass Meehan-Shays today.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. FORD), one of the class
officers who has worked on this issue
throughout the course of the past two
years.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to urge my colleagues to search
their conscience and to support a cam-
paign finance bill that will truly re-
store some confidence to our political
system. I worked with both the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
HUTCHINSON) who have earned the re-
spect and admiration and praise that
we have showered upon them today,
but I will reluctantly not support the
bill in order to advance the Shays-Mee-

han effort. I do this because I refuse to
be a party to those who are sponsoring
and leading an effort to use the fresh-
man bill to kill reform.

I urge a ‘‘present’’ vote on the fresh-
man bill not because it represents arti-
ficial reform as some on both sides of
the aisle have argued but because it
has now become a tool for those in this
body who want to kill reform once and
for all.

I say to my freshman colleagues, let
us not forget how we arrived at this
moment. For authorship does not
translate into ownership or leadership,
it merely represents a component. For
we helped this body, we helped Demo-
crats, our leadership and their leader-
ship arrive at this moment and we
should take credit, if not all, certainly
partial credit for that effort. For we
helped inject the energy and a new
product into this debate. For that we
ought to be proud.

It is because we want, as others have
so eloquently stated, to restore integ-
rity and confidence to the policy-
making process, because we want to
see money limited in terms of its per-
vasive influence in this process that we
worked so diligently. For Shays-Mee-
han includes everything we saw in the
freshman bill and more.

For the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN), for the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), for the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND), for
the gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
TAUSCHER), for the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. LAMPSON), who all who
worked on this bill, you ought to stand
tall and stand proud, for American his-
tory is about to be made and we in the
freshman class will help usher it in. I
thank the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN) for his leadership. I thank the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) for his leadership.

I urge my colleagues to vote
‘‘present’’ on the freshman bill.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. WEYGAND) who has
done such a fine job here as a freshman
Member.

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank my colleague and neigh-
bor the gentleman from Connecticut
(Mr. GEJDENSON) for yielding me this
time. I rise in support of the freshman
bill today, Mr. Chairman, not in hos-
tility or disappointment with the Mee-
han-Shays bill but clearly to identify
what we think is most important, and,
that is, the atmosphere of unity that
we have here today. The issue that we
are debating, campaign finance reform,
was embraced wholly by both the Dem-
ocrat and Republican freshmen as we
came into office this year. We came
upon this issue and we agreed as a uni-
fied body that we would not include
poison pills that would damage the po-
tential of passage not only here in this
House Chamber but also in the Senate.
The unity that we are talking about
and the many Members that are here
talking about true campaign finance
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reform, from our task force, to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN), to the gentleman from Connecti-
cut (Mr. SHAYS), to the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. WAMP), to everyone
who is here, we must recognize that
one of the most dangerous parts of
what we are talking about is not in
this Chamber, it is in the other Cham-
ber.

If you read the paper this morning,
the comments by the majority in the
other Chamber is that this bill, mean-
ing Shays-Meehan, is dead on arrival.
‘‘Been there, done that, forget about
it.’’

That kind of leadership over there is
what we should be unified against. The
importance of the freshman bill was
that we stripped away all the poison
pills that we thought would have a det-
rimental impact on their side and our
side. I love the idea of the gentleman
from Massachusetts’ bill with regard to
issue advocacy being curtailed. The
other side loves the idea of labor advo-
cates being curtailed. We pulled those
out because we wanted a bill to pass.
What we are having here today is a
unity rally amongst all of us. The prob-
lem is on the other side, who will kill
every bill that we put before them be-
cause they do not agree with campaign
finance reform.

I hope that we will be unified once we
pass one of these bills as we are at this
moment, to rally against what they in-
tend to do and to rally for true cam-
paign finance reform in the spirit of
what we began here two years ago.

I want to compliment the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) and the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON), the gentleman from Connecti-
cut (Mr. SHAYS) and the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) for
the excellent leadership and the par-
ticipation in this process.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. COOK) my good friend and
task force member.

Mr. COOK. Mr. Chairman, I thank my
friend from Arkansas for yielding me
this time. As a supporter and someone
who voted for Shays-Meehan, I never-
theless rise in support of the freshman
bipartisan campaign finance reform
bill. I reject the notion that a vote for
this bill is a vote against Shays-Mee-
han. I believe in Shays-Meehan. I be-
lieve in limits on soft money. I think
we are all joined in that, and clearly a
majority of the Members of the House
believe there ought to be limits on soft
money. Let us be brutally honest.
Shays-Meehan curbs it more directly
and more severely. But what the fresh-
man bill does have going for it is a bet-
ter chance at constitutionality and
getting passage in the Senate, and that
is why I think we ought to quit arguing
among each other and realize that ei-
ther one of these versions will be a
great victory for the American people.
We should all be free, those of us that
want to limit soft money, of voting for
both if we want as a way to check out

which one the majority of our Members
thinks might have the best chance at
final success.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 21⁄4 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment, not because it is bad
but because we have an alternative
that is significantly better. Our new
Members who are here offering this
amendment, I believe, have provided
essential momentum in the course of
this long reform process. Indeed, I do
not believe that it is an overstatement
to say we might well not be at the
point we find ourselves this morning
had not we had leadership from our
newest Members in this Congress, on
both sides of the aisle, coming to-
gether, trying to overcome differences
and working together to move this
process which faced so many road-
blocks in the way, to move it forward.
I applaud them as I have previously, as
I have both Republican and Democratic
Members of the freshman class pre-
viously on this floor for the role that
they have played. I believe they de-
serve our sincere commendation, but I
do not believe that this proposal de-
serves our vote.

None of the proposals, to be very
clear, that are offered today by anyone
on this floor is perfect. None of them
accomplishes all of the reform and
cleaning up the campaign mess that I
would like to see happen. But I believe
that we need to move forward doing as
much as we can when we can do it, and
the strongest proposal that we have, as
even the last speaker candidly con-
ceded, is the Shays-Meehan proposal.
That is why I believe we need to con-
tinue working together to try to get
this approved during this very year.

The amount of soft money that is
being raised by both political parties is
just going off the charts. From 1984 to
1996, the amount of soft money raised
by the two political parties from cor-
porations, unions and other interests
went up 20 times, twentyfold, from $12
million to $262 million. That issue is
dealt with by simply banning soft
money.

In short, we say today our opponents
have used every other tactic to try to
block Shays-Meehan in the books. Let
us not let the good be used to get in the
way of the better. Today let us vote
down this amendment and move on to
have the most campaign reform we can
have. Clean up this special interest
money. Approve Shays-Meehan.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds to recognize the
freshmen on both sides of the aisle but
particularly to salute seven GOP fresh-
men, Republican freshmen, the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) has been recognized and de-
serves to be, the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. HILL), the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. COOK), the gentleman from
Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS), the gentleman

from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS), the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY) and
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
HULSHOF). I recognize them because we
would not be here today if it was not
for them.

The Speaker of the House said that
he was willing to bring this bill for-
ward because admittedly of the peti-
tion drive and agree that it would be a
bipartisan bill, and we only had that
bipartisan freshman bill that he would
have accepted. I am extraordinarily
grateful to them.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA), an early
supporter of campaign finance reform.

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to this amendment
and urge my colleagues by all means to
stand firm in support of Shays-Meehan.
The freshman bill at one time was a re-
spectable fallback position. But we are
now on the brink of a historic moment,
historic legislation. This is not the
time to fall back. It is the time to leap
forward with Shays-Meehan in this his-
toric debate. I recognize that there are
some elements of reform in the fresh-
man bill, but it has loopholes that have
been more than adequately substan-
tiated here in this debate. It makes the
bill substantially weaker than Shays-
Meehan. The freshmen have an oppor-
tunity here today to be a breath of
fresh air here in Washington and help
restore the faith of the American peo-
ple in our democracy. The cynicism, I
do not have to tell my colleagues
about. Help us restore faith in our de-
mocracy. And then these freshmen will
be able to stand tall in November as we
all face the voters and show that we
have been part of a historic moment in
time to restore faith in democracy and
bring back our people to the democracy
where every vote counts.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
Hutchison-Allen amendment and urge my Col-
leagues to stand firm in their support for
Shays-Meehan. Mr. Chairman, the freshman
bill at one time was a respectable ‘‘fall back’’
position. But we are now on the brink of an
historic leap forward—namely passing Shays-
Meehan.

I want to commend the authors of this
amendment, the gentleman from Arkansas,
Mr. HUTCHINSON, and the gentleman from
Maine, Mr. ALLEN. Throughout their relatively
short Congressional careers, they have proven
themselves to be active and creative reform-
ers. Indeed, we have found ourselves arguing
from the same side of the table more often
than not. However, while it has some element
of reform—it has loopholes and is substantially
weaker than Shays-Meehan.

The American people have become hard-
ened cynics when it comes to our electoral
process. They believe—with some justifica-
tion—that elections are bought by the interest
group with the fattest wallet.

The freshmen have the opportunity to be a
breath of fresh air and help restore the faith of
the American people in our democracy. And
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these freshmen will stand tall before their vot-
ers as part of this historic legislation.

Perhaps the most corrosive development in
modern American campaigns has been the
explosion of so-called ‘‘soft money’’—dona-
tions from wealthy corporations, individuals,
labor organizations and other groups to the
major parties.

These funds are raised and spent outside
the reach of federal election law and are di-
rectly connected to many of the scandalous
practices now the focus of numerous inves-
tigations in both parties—White House cof-
fees, overnights in the Lincoln bedroom, al-
leged contributions from the Chinese military
to the DNC, and more.

Therefore, to be effective, any reform bill
must deal with soft money. Unfortunately, the
amendment we have before us only goes half-
way. It contains a loophole large enough to
drive an armored care stuffed with campaign
cash through. This bill shuts down the federal
soft money faucet, but allows these funds to
be funneled through the various state parties.
That’s no reform at all.

My Colleagues, if we do nothing else—let’s
ban soft money. My Colleagues—soft money
is at the heart of each and every one of these
scandals we see in the headlines today.

Let’s restore the integrity of the American
political process.

The Shays-Meehan bill is the only substitute
amendment that contains a hard ban on soft
money.

Reject the Hutchinson substitute. Support
Shays-Meehan.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BRADY) who has been ex-
traordinarily instrumental and sup-
portive of this battle for reform.
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Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from Arkansas
(Mr. HUTCHINSON) and the gentleman
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) for the leader-
ship they have had on this issue. I
think we do have to agree that we need
to enforce the laws on campaign fi-
nance in America, whether they are ex-
isting laws or the new laws we are
talking about, because without en-
forcement they are meaningless, what
we are talking about is meaningless.

Let me tell my colleagues this. I am
proud to be in support of the freshman
bill because my concern is that every
election year we seem to drift farther
and farther away from a citizen Con-
gress, one made up of people from all
walks of life. Today an open seat in
Congress costs about a million dollars
to win. A lot of people do not have a
million dollars, they do not know
where they would get a million dollars.

And that is means that some day,
and it is doubling every four years, by
the way, so some day we are going to
wake up and find out only the very
wealthy people can serve in Congress.
And I know a lot of people who may
not be rich, but they are wealthy in
common sense, they are prosperous in
their principles, they have tremendous
values, and while they may not live in
the biggest house on the hill in my
town, they would do America proud

serving this House on this Hill, and I
think the freshman bill moves us back
toward a citizen Congress.

Now let me tell my colleagues what
the freshman bill is not. It is not a gut-
ting bill on campaign finance reform.
We have heard that mindless empty
mantra so long that when applied to
this bill it simply does not fit, because
I have watched how hard our freshmen
from both sides of the aisle have
thoughtfully worked to push and move
this bill forward, that it simply is silly,
and we deserve better. And those lead-
ers, freshmen leaders, deserve better.

And finally, Mr. Chairman, I was dis-
appointed to see today that our col-
leagues were urged to vote ‘‘no’’ or
‘‘present’’ on the freshman substitute.
Let me just urge everyone to take a
stand on this bill. There is a reason the
present light is yellow. It is reserved
for those timid and meek souls who
refuse to take a stand on the issue and
whose legacy in the debate on cam-
paign finance is: Want to be recorded
as being in the room.

Vote ‘‘yes’’ or vote ‘‘no’’, but take a
stand on the principles against or for
banning soft money, preserving free
speech, preserving States’ rights, en-
couraging people to raise money in
their district, and let us move forward,
yes or no, but record and take a stand
and, I hope, in support of the freshman
bill.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
11⁄4 minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL) who has been an
outstanding member of the Freshman
Task Force.

(Mr. PASCRELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, first
to the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN) and the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. HUTCHINSON), who have helped,
each of them, to begin to reestablish
the integrity of this body. If I did not
mean it, I would not say it. When our
institutions are under attack, they
choose not to be timid. They choose
not to be the yellow light. They choose
to come forward. Every one of the folks
on each side stated what they wanted
to state in all honesty. We were very
frank with one another.

This is about restoring integrity to
the Congress of the United States of
America. We propelled the discussions.
Who would have thought we would be
here today in February of 1997? It was
our wildest imagination. I want to
thank each of them. I am honored to
have served with them and the mem-
bers of the committee.

This is not a day of proponents or op-
ponents. This is a day for this body to
come together, to be very clear where
we stand on campaign finance reform.
Good luck to the gentleman from Con-
necticut; good luck to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MCCARTHY), a staunch ad-
vocate of campaign finance reform.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, again, when we all came to-
gether as a freshman class, one of the
first things that we said, what was the
most horrible thing about going
through our campaign? And we were all
tired, and we were all sick of the things
that happened to us, and that is when
this idea came together. Our freshman
class has nothing to be embarrassed
about. We worked together, we stood
together, and because we did that, that
is why we are going to see campaign fi-
nance reform.

Before we go home we will have cam-
paign finance reform, and do my col-
leagues know what? The people outside
this Beltway, and a lot of us are new to
that, can hold our heads up high. We
will fight for the people back home.

I do not want to spend 20 to 30 hours
a week raising money, and I have not
done that. None of us want to do that.
But until we have campaign finance re-
form, and I am sorry, I do not want
someone to say, ‘‘Let me donate to
you, but I want your vote.’’ We have to
get rid of that.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. HULSHOF), the president
of the freshman class at the time this
task force was created and who has
been a tremendous inspiration for our
class in leading this effort.

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Chairman, the
headlines on Tuesday morning’s paper
in the city proclaimed: House Votes to
Ban Soft Money and Increase Disclo-
sure Requirements for Candidates.
Guess what? If my colleagues vote for
the freshman bill, they will get those
same kudos tomorrow morning from
the press because our freshman bill
does just that.

And let me say that I applaud and ap-
preciate all the positive comments
that our more senior Members have
said here today, somewhat patronizing,
I say, but I do appreciate those com-
ments. And to the gentleman from
California who talked about the prob-
lems in California, I respectfully be-
lieve that the freshman bill is a better
bill than Shays-Meehan for a couple of
reasons:

We ban soft money. We prohibit the
gentleman from California or any
Member of Congress or any candidate
for Federal office from raising soft
money. We ban the State of California
from allowing contributions of soft
money to go to them. And yet is it up
to us in this body to tell California
what it should do? Is it up to those of
us in this body to say what the election
laws in Maine or Arkansas or in the
State of Missouri should be?

And for that reason I respectfully say
that the Shays-Meehan bill is over-
reaching. It is fatally flawed in that ef-
fort because State parties might want
to have and raise resources for get-out-
the-vote efforts or for educating voters
in the respective States on party plat-
forms.

Now secondly, I believe, respectfully
again, I say to the gentleman from
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Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN), that their bill is flawed because
of this arbitrary 60-day bright line, be-
fore-election line that they put in the
sand. Members know, as they have
been coming over for these votes for
various days, there is an ardent reform
group that has been parked on the
street corner with a ticking clock say-
ing that we need to enact reform be-
cause the clock is ticking, and they
have been handing out literature prop-
aganda like this that says: Urge a vote
against the freshman bill.

It is interesting, I see the gentleman
from Montana (Mr. HILL) here who had
a recent election in the State of Mon-
tana, a primary election. This same
zealous group was trying to defeat him
in his election with this same type of
information, and the ultimate irony of
this is if Shays-Meehan were law, if
Shays-Meehan were the law of the
land, this group would be lawbreakers
because of the distribution of this in-
formation. Shays-Meehan is flawed in
that regard.

Not to mention all of the dispute
that we have had about the constitu-
tionality. Even the liberal-leaning St.
Louis Post Dispatch editorial board
says that there are constitutional
problems with Shays-Meehan. And as
the gentleman from California (Mr.
THOMAS) talked about the other day,
that if Shays-Meehan is declared null
and void by the Supreme Court of this
land, that they will then be writing
law. At least the freshman bill would
come back to this body.

As a final point, I am a bit dis-
appointed that some Members have
come here, especially my freshman
Members, who said we urge a ‘‘present’’
vote. I want to talk about integrity.
This bipartisan bill has 77 cosponsors,
77 cosponsors, 21 Republicans and the
remaining Democrat Members. To this
Member, as a brand new Member of
Congress, when we cosponsor a piece of
legislation what we are saying is that
we are willing to put our names on the
line because we support what is in the
bill.

This is called, the freshman bill is
called, the Bipartisan Campaign Integ-
rity Act. It is time for the integrity of
the elections process to begin today. So
to the 77 cosponsors of our bill, I say it
is time to put their vote where their
name was on this bill. Instead of the
Hutchinson-Allen bill, this bill could
be called the Gejdenson-Wamp bill. It
could be called the Campbell-DeLauro
bill.

So I urge the cosponsors of the fresh-
man bill, do not take a pass. It is time
for the integrity to begin today, be-
cause I believe, as the other freshman
Members believe, we have the better
bill, and I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise first to correct
the gentleman. No sheet like the gen-
tleman from Missouri showed would
have been outlawed. The 60-day test re-

lates to radio and TV and not a hand-
out.

Secondly, I just would suggest to the
gentleman that cosponsoring a bill
means we support the bill, but when we
have a Queen of the Hill situation we
can support two bills, and then we have
to choose which is the better of two
bills we sponsor or even cosponsor.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Mrs. JOHNSON), my colleague, a gentle
and very strong lady, and very coura-
geous.

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
Hutchinson bill, but do commend the
freshmen for their bipartisan effort and
their dedication to moving the issue of
campaign finance forward.

We all believe we need to restore con-
fidence and accountability to our Fed-
eral election system. I believe the
Shays-Meehan bill is the best way to
achieve our goals. We must give the
American public what they are de-
manding, an open and fair system of
elections.

The Hutchinson bill fails to address
one of the most serious loopholes in
our campaign finance law, the so-called
sham issue ads. In recent elections we
have watched special interest money
exploit this loophole by pouring mil-
lions of dollars into campaign ads in
elections all over the country. No one
knows how much money these special
interest groups are spending or where
that money is coming from, because
these groups do not have to disclose
that information.

Shays-Meehan clamps down on this
loophole by requiring these outside
groups to play by the same rules as ev-
eryone else. It restores accountability
to the political process by requiring
these groups to disclose who they are
and where their money is coming from.

Shays-Meehan in no way takes away
the right of these groups to participate
in the political process. It does not
limit their freedom of speech, as some
of my colleagues have suggested. Rath-
er, it increases public awareness about
where the special interest money is
coming from, and that is something
the American people are demanding
and deserve to know.

Today is our chance to tell the Amer-
ican public that we are committed to a
system of clean and fair elections. I
urge my colleagues to vote against the
Hutchinson bill and pass the Shays-
Meehan bill.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon (Ms. HOOLEY), who has been one of
our class officers in the freshman class
and a staunch supporter of the Fresh-
man Task Force process.
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Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, first of all I would like to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Arkan-

sas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) and the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) for the
work they have done, and the entire
task force.

Let me talk a little bit about how
this came about. When we came here as
freshmen, we said one of the things we
wanted to do, let us look for some com-
monality amongst our freshman class.
All of us were elected in a year after
the 104th Congress. We said there was
too much finger pointing, too much
bickering. Let us find our commonality
and our common goals. We said cam-
paign finance reform, we are coming in
with new eyes as freshmen, let us deal
with campaign finance reform, and let
us deal with it in a bipartisan way.

So we had a task force literally from
the first month we were in session
begin to work on campaign finance re-
form, and they worked and worked and
had hearings and had hearings, and
when the leadership said, well, we are
not too excited about campaign finance
reform, the freshmen pushed and the
freshmen pushed and the freshmen
pushed.

I have to say congratulations to all
of the task force for the work that they
have done. We would not be here today
without the freshmen and the work
that they have done. It is time to give
elections back to the people.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL), my close partner in this effort.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California is recognized for 21⁄4
minutes.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my dear friend, I have the high-
est admiration for all that the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS)
has done for the cause of campaign fi-
nance reform. It has been an honor to
work with the gentleman on this.

Mr. Chairman, I am not the most
partisan member of this body, but
there is a huge point that just has not
been said bluntly enough, so here it is.
With regard to soft money, more or
less, generally speaking, Republicans
have an advantage. With regard to
issue ads in the last 60 days, more or
less, Democrats have an advantage. We
saw this in New England. In the last 60
days, the AFL–CIO puts tons of money
out of union treasuries into supposedly
issue ads, slamming Republican can-
didates, and with devastating effect.

To my fellow Republicans, if you
vote for the freshmen bill, you are
signing on to the part of a compromise
that deals effectively with soft money,
but you do nothing about those ads in
the last 60 days that mention the name
of the candidate—the tactic that was
so devastating to Republican can-
didates in New England.

A compromise is a balance; both
sides give, both sides get, both sides
give a little back. If we go ahead with
the freshman bill, we have done noth-
ing against the most abusive practice
that was used against Republicans in
the last election cycle, ads that
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claimed to be discussion of issues, but
were slams on candidates in the last 60
days, using their names.

I cannot support the freshman bill. It
is not balanced.

And even for what it does on soft
money, the freshman bill only solves a
bit of the problem, because as long as
there is a single state candidate on the
ballot, you can shuffle all the money in
and say it is soft money for the state
candidates’ benefit.

As to constitutionality, I can say
that if the soft money issue is in trou-
ble, it is in trouble with the freshman
bill as much as with Shays-Meehan. If
the 60 day issue is in trouble, we have
a severability clause so the Supreme
Court can decide and uphold that
which is constitutional.

But let us at least try. Let us try to
get a balance that helps the honest
voter get a true statement of who is be-
hind the ads, instead of having the
kind of unfair attacks in the last 60
days, where you do not know who is
putting the money behind them.

I do not know what more I can do. I
know this: I have given up my own al-
ternative, I voted against amendments
that I wished, and I have done it con-
sistently, because only one bill has a
chance in the Senate, and that is not a
bill that has never had hearings in the
Senate, it is not a bill the Senate has
never voted on. It is not the freshman
bill. It is Shays-Meehan.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 30 seconds for the purpose
of asking the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. CAMPBELL) a question.

I would say to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CAMPBELL), first of all,
I appreciate you cosponsoring the
freshman bill, and I know that you are
a supporter of Shays-Meehan. But
would the gentleman acknowledge
today, so we have a clear understand-
ing, that Shays-Meehan as currently
drafted would violate the Supreme
Court decision of Buckley v. Valeo, and
it is the gentleman’s hope that the Su-
preme Court will change their mind?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CAMPBELL. No, sir. I think that
may be the accurate description of
some. It is not mine. Here is why.
Shays-Meehan does not violate Buck-
ley v. Valeo’s prohibition on expendi-
ture. Buckley v. Valeo allowed limits
on contributions.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I will cover that
later.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the people of this
country watching this debate, as few or
many as they are, obviously feel some
confusion. Everyone gets up and claims
that they have the product that per-
sonifies reform, and, as you look
through history, leaders good and bad,
propositions decent and evil, all claim
to be reform. It is a hard cut. I think

Lenin, Stalin and Brezhnev all claimed
that they brought reform to the Rus-
sian people.

I can tell you what will create the
most change, what will take power
away from those that have too much
and will give some power back to the
people, and that is Shays-Meehan.

The discussion of integrity in the
process, and I forget which gentleman
raised the issue, and I am sure he is
earnest, oversimplifies the situation.
Many of us in this Chamber cospon-
sored and introduced a number of bills.
The Farr bill is a bill that I have
worked on for almost 10 years now. I
did not vote for it; I would not have
voted for it if it came up for a vote, be-
cause we are in the process that the
Republican leadership of the House has
set up intentionally to make it very
difficult to get a bill that has any
chance in the other body of succeeding.
The only way to do that is to vote
down the freshman bill, do not vote for
any of the other bills, as we have not,
and then pass Shays-Meehan.

Lastly, I would say to the American
people that this debate would be aw-
fully discouraging. Many of the Mem-
bers in this Chamber admit the influ-
ence of large contributions and the
chase for cash on their time and pos-
sibly even some Members’ commit-
ments.

I can tell you this: Nothing a Member
in this Chamber says will change the
outcome in the Senate. But the aver-
age citizens of this country can change
the outcome in the Senate. If, when
this bill passes, when Shays-Meehan
passes this House, the citizens of this
country write and call their Senators
and tell them they demand to see this
very small and incremental step be
taken, they can change the outcome of
this process.

We Members of Congress are far more
limited. We can hopefully today get
Shays-Meehan over to the other body,
to the Senate. But it is the people of
this country that have within their ca-
pability, within their power, to affect
this system and then send a signal for
future reforms as well.

I have been here all too many times
when big shots were on a stage clamor-
ing for position in front of the cameras,
where the real spokesmen and strength
came from 100,000 or 200,000 people on
the mall. As important as the Members
of Congress and others who came to the
mall and stood there for freedom were,
for Soviet Jews, for human rights and
for so many other issues, it was that
there were tens and hundreds of thou-
sands of American citizens who came
to this town to speak that changed
civil rights laws, that changed Soviet
policy, that taught us and led us in the
area of human rights.

I believe if the American citizens
speak out with a loud and clear voice,
the Senate will get its additional votes,
and we will have the beginning of cam-
paign finance reform.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the freshman task
force process began because we were
veterans of the 1996 elections. We came
to this House, and we knew we wanted
to do something about what had hap-
pened to us in the 1996 elections. We
had survived that process because we
were here. But we were not happy with
the process. We were not happy with
the amount of soft money that had
been poured into campaigns, on both
the Republican side and the Demo-
cratic side. We were not happy with the
amount of issue advocacy money that
had been poured into campaigns from
groups on the left and groups on the
right.

We created a freshman task force,
which I was proud to cochair with the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON), and, over the past year and a
half, we have worked on this issue dili-
gently. We have never given up.

There have been those reformist
groups on the outside who have said we
have not gone far enough. There have
been groups on the outside who have
said we are doing too much. We have
kept our course, we have stood by the
product, and we have stood by the
process.

I have to say that my cochair, the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON), has, throughout this process,
demonstrated the kind of courage and
commitment that you need to survive
in this place and get anything done,
and it has been. I am proud to have
served with him.

Mr. Chairman, let me address just a
couple of issues about the freshman
bill. There are those who say there is a
loophole, and it will allow state money
to be raised at the state level. Well, let
us face it: Minor differences become
major differences when you get to the
final point between two bills that in
fact are very close together.

What do we do? We take Federal
elected officials, we take Federal can-
didates, we take national parties, na-
tional party committees and their
agents, and we take them out of the
business of raising soft money. That is
real reform. That is a real soft money
ban. It is a soft money ban that works.

We do not go as far on issue advocacy
as Shays-Meehan does in many re-
spects, but if you listen to the diver-
sity of opinion in this Chamber, you
understand that this is the most com-
plicated issue we have to deal with. It
is personal to every Member. We are all
experts.

What we have done is created a good,
solid campaign reform bill. I am going
to be proud to vote for it today. I voted
for Shays-Meehan, but I will vote for
this freshman task force substitute. I
am proud of the committee, and I am
proud of what we have done. It is good,
solid substantial reform.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, it
is my privilege to yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. BAESLER), who has led the
effort on campaign finance reform, not
in this Congress but several previous
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Congresses, and led the effort on the
discharge petition that actually got us
here today.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky is recognized for 31⁄4
minutes.

(Mr. BAESLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BAESLER. Mr. Chairman, this is
it. They said we never would get here,
they said it could not be done, the anti-
reformers, the pundits and the cynics,
but here we are. We proved them all
dead wrong.

They all said there was no chance, no
chance, that bipartisan campaign fi-
nance reform would pass the House.
They said the public did not care. They
said that Members would never vote to
change a system that got them elected.
They said Republicans and Democrats
would never be able to work together
on reform.

In January 1997, when Shays-Meehan
was introduced, they said it was dead
on arrival. In February 1997, when the
freshman task force was launched, they
said it was futile. Last October, when
McCain-Feingold was filibustered, they
said campaign support was dead for
this Congress. Last February, when the
Senate reformers resurrected it, they
filibustered it again. Then they said it
was really, really dead for Congress.

Last fall, when we introduced the
Blue Dog discharge petition, they said
it would not go anywhere. They said no
Republican would ever sign it. They
said that the petition would never, ever
get 200 signatures.

In March, when they used sham sus-
pension votes to try to kill it, they
said ‘‘Now campaign finance reform is
really, really dead.’’ In April, when the
Blue Dog discharge petition was going
to win, they finally promised a bill.
Still they said ‘‘We will kill your bill
with poison pill amendments.’’

Still, Mr. Speaker, there were some
things they forgot and some things
they did not count on. They did not
count on a bipartisan majority coming
together because they believe passing
bipartisan campaign reform is the
right thing to do. They did not count
on the absolute faith of the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) in the
justice of his cause, or the hard work of
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MEEHAN). They did not count on
the freshman task force’s extraor-
dinary courage, leadership, and perse-
verance.

They did not count on the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT) and the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR)
rallying to the cause of reform. They
did not count on business leaders like
Warren Buffet and Jerry Kohlberg sup-
porting a soft money ban. They did not
count on a dozen brave Republicans,
like the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. WAMP), the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LEACH), the gentlewoman from
New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA), and oth-
ers, signing the Blue Dog discharge pe-
tition, and they did not count on 237

Members of the House putting aside
partisan politics and once, just once,
doing the right thing.

Now, some still say none of this mat-
ters, that the Senate will not even vote
on this bill, that we will see Elvis be-
fore this bill is passed. But those are
the same people that said the House
will never pass it.

So I urge Members of Congress, I
urge all Americans, remember this day
and take heed. Against all odds, the
105th Congress will pass bipartisan
campaign reform, and soon, next
month, maybe later, bipartisan cam-
paign reform will be signed into law
and this government will be given back
to the people.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
Shays-Meehan bill.

b 1415

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, it is the final hour in
this debate on campaign finance re-
form. In life, if you are in the final
hour you are all of a sudden seeing the
big picture, what is important in life
versus what is trivial. In this House, it
is the final hour on reform, and we
need to take the long look at life, the
long look at reform.

First of all, take a look back. If we
look back at where we started in our
freshman task force, we started that
task force because the current propos-
als on campaign finance reform, in-
cluding the Shays-Meehan proposal,
were going nowhere. They were going
nowhere.

We said, let us have some principles.
Let us avoid the extremes. Let us agree
upon what we can mutually say both
sides will vote on. We said, let us not
challenge the Constitution, let us have
that which is constitutional and will be
upheld. Let us do something which can
pass this body, the next body, be signed
into law, and be upheld.

Those were the principles that we
had. The final principle was that we
were going to have a commitment to
bipartisanship. One of the lasting
things that I will take out of this de-
bate is my friends on both sides of the
aisle, freshmen who are warm to re-
form and who are committed to this
process, who are friends, and who will
continue to fight for this through the
lifetime we are here in this body. That
is the long look.

We also have to take a look forward.
If we look forward, we want the head-
line tomorrow that, ‘‘Campaign Fi-
nance Reform Passes’’; yay. We also do
not want a subsequent headline that
says, ‘‘The Senate Kills Reform; the
Senate Fails to Take It Up; the U.S.
Supreme Court Strikes It Down.’’ That
is where we go back to where we start-
ed from. Where we started was, let us
get together and see what is constitu-
tional, and let us get it passed. That is
where we are today. We need to remem-
ber where we started.

If we look forward again as to what
can happen, what are we going to pass

out of this body? Are we going to pass
a political statement? Are we going to
pass something that will advance a
particular agenda? No. Let us pass
something that is important, what will
get through the United States Senate.

If we look at what has been said al-
ready, TRENT LOTT has been made ref-
erence to. He happens to be the leader
on the other side. ‘‘Without any chance
of 60 votes, why bring up Shays-Mee-
han? It would be a waste of time.’’
That is what he says.

Then there are those who say, well,
the Republican leadership wants the
freshman bill to be a stalking horse
and to put down Shays-Meehan. That is
not the case. In today’s Roll Call, one
leadership source says that they are
afraid of the freshman bill going to the
Senate, not the Shays-Meehan but the
freshman bill, because that is what can
be taken up over there. They know
they do not have the votes on Shays-
Meehan. It will die over in the Senate.

Let us keep our eye on the big pic-
ture. Then, what will happen in the
courts? The gentleman from California
thinks, well, it will be upheld. Think-
ing is not enough. I do not believe we
should base our efforts on reform on
the mood of the United States Supreme
Court. They have said clearly what
they offer in Shays-Meehan is unac-
ceptable, it will not pass. Why chal-
lenge that? Let us not risk our efforts.
Let us vote for the freshman bill, be-
cause that is reform.

I said this is the final hour. Let us
make it the finest hour in this body
and pass the freshman bill.

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise as a
strong advocate of campaign finance reform, a
member of the Freshman Bipartisan Cam-
paign Finance Reform bill, and a supporter of
the Meehan-Shays reform plan.

Eighteen months ago, I joined with 11 of my
colleagues to form the Bipartisan Freshman
Campaign Finance Reform Task Force. Our
goal was to bring the issue of campaign fi-
nance reform to the forefront of the Congres-
sional agenda. I am pleased that we were
able to achieve that goal.

We conducted months of meetings, includ-
ing two public forums, which effectively served
as the only hearings the House of Represent-
atives conducted on this issue. The Task
Force committed to developing legislation that
would represent a bipartisan effort on cam-
paign finance reform and ultimately a first step
in the process of bringing true reform to the
political process.

I believe that one of the greatest achieve-
ments of the freshman Task Force is that it
helped build momentum for House consider-
ation of campaign finance reform. When the
leadership made it clear that it would not bring
Meehan-Shays to the floor of the House for a
vote, the Task Force hoped its bill would serve
as a starting place for debate on campaign fi-
nance reform. Our work has proven to be
more than a starting place, it is the platform
on which the most comprehensive campaign
finance reform legislation has been success-
fully built.

Passage of the Meehan-Shays amendment
Monday was an historic moment. If we pass
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the bill today with the Meehan-Shays lan-
guage, we will have endorsed the most com-
prehensive political reform this body has seen
in 20 years.

So, it is unfortunate the Republican leader-
ship of this House has chosen to use the
Freshman bill as a tool in a cynical attempt to
block final passage of the Meehan-Shays pro-
posal. The rule dictating debate of campaign
finance reform means that a vote for the
Freshman bill is a vote against the Meehan-
Shays bill. As a result, I will vote ‘‘present’’ on
the Freshman bill in order to ensure the pas-
sage of Meehan-Shays.

We owe it to the American people to pass
the most comprehensive campaign reform leg-
islation in front of the House. That bill is Mee-
han-Shays. By passing comprehensive cam-
paign finance reform, we take a much needed
step to restore the faith of the American elec-
torate in our political system.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
time has expired.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. HUTCHINSON

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The text of amendment in the nature
of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the Nature of a Substitute
No. 8 printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
and offered by Mr. HUTCHINSON:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Bipartisan
Campaign Integrity Act of 1998’’.
TITLE I—SOFT MONEY AND CONTRIBU-

TIONS AND EXPENDITURES OF POLITI-
CAL PARTIES

SEC. 101. BAN ON SOFT MONEY OF NATIONAL PO-
LITICAL PARTIES AND CANDIDATES.

Title III of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:

‘‘BAN ON USE OF SOFT MONEY BY NATIONAL
POLITICAL PARTIES AND CANDIDATES

‘‘SEC. 323. (a) NATIONAL PARTIES.—A na-
tional committee of a political party, includ-
ing the national congressional campaign
committees of a political party, and any offi-
cers or agents of such party committees,
may not solicit, receive, or direct any con-
tributions, donations, or transfers of funds,
or spend any funds, which are not subject to
the limitations, prohibitions, and reporting
requirements of this Act. This subsection
shall apply to any entity that is established,
financed, maintained, or controlled (directly
or indirectly) by, or acting on behalf of, a na-
tional committee of a political party, includ-
ing the national congressional campaign
committees of a political party, and any offi-
cers or agents of such party committees.

‘‘(b) CANDIDATES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No candidate for Federal

office, individual holding Federal office, or
any agent of such candidate or officeholder
may solicit, receive, or direct—

‘‘(A) any funds in connection with any Fed-
eral election unless such funds are subject to
the limitations, prohibitions and reporting
requirements of this Act;

‘‘(B) any funds that are to be expended in
connection with any election for other than
a Federal office unless such funds are not in
excess of the amounts permitted with re-

spect to contributions to Federal candidates
and political committees under section
315(a)(1) and (2), and are not from sources
prohibited from making contributions by
this Act with respect to elections for Federal
office; or

‘‘(C) any funds on behalf of any person
which are not subject to the limitations, pro-
hibitions, and reporting requirements of this
Act if such funds are for the purpose of fi-
nancing any activity on behalf of a candidate
for election for Federal office or any commu-
nication which refers to a clearly identified
candidate for election for Federal office.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN ACTIVITIES.—
Paragraph (1) shall not apply to—

‘‘(A) the solicitation or receipt of funds by
an individual who is a candidate for a non-
Federal office if such activity is permitted
under State law for such individual’s non-
Federal campaign committee; or

‘‘(B) the attendance by an individual who
holds Federal office or is a candidate for
election for Federal office at a fundraising
event for a State or local committee of a po-
litical party of the State which the individ-
ual represents or seeks to represent as a Fed-
eral officeholder, if the event is held in such
State.

‘‘(c) PROHIBITING TRANSFERS OF NON-FED-
ERAL FUNDS BETWEEN STATE PARTIES.—A
State committee of a political party may
not transfer any funds to a State committee
of a political party of another State unless
the funds are subject to the limitations, pro-
hibitions, and reporting requirements of this
Act.

‘‘(d) APPLICABILITY TO FUNDS FROM ALL
SOURCES.—This section shall apply with re-
spect to funds of any individual, corporation,
labor organization, or other person.’’.
SEC. 102. INCREASE IN AGGREGATE ANNUAL

LIMIT ON CONTRIBUTIONS BY INDI-
VIDUALS TO POLITICAL PARTIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec-
tion 315(a)(3) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(3)) is
amended by striking ‘‘in any calendar year’’
and inserting the following: ‘‘to political
committees of political parties, or contribu-
tions aggregating more than $25,000 to any
other persons, in any calendar year’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
315(a)(1)(B) of such Act (2 U.S.C.
441a(a)(1)(B)) is amended by striking
‘‘$20,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$25,000’’.
SEC. 103. REPEAL OF LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT

OF COORDINATED EXPENDITURES
BY POLITICAL PARTIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 315(d) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
441a(d)) is amended by striking paragraphs
(2) and (3).

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
315(d)(1) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 441a(d)(1)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(d)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘(d)’’;
and

(2) by striking ‘‘, subject to the limitations
contained in paragraphs (2) and (3) of this
subsection’’.
SEC. 104. INCREASE IN LIMIT ON CONTRIBU-

TIONS BY MULTICANDIDATE POLITI-
CAL COMMITTEES TO NATIONAL PO-
LITICAL PARTIES.

Section 315(a)(2)(B) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(2)(B))
is amended by striking ‘‘$15,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘$20,000’’.

TITLE II—INDEXING CONTRIBUTION
LIMITS

SEC. 201. INDEXING CONTRIBUTION LIMITS.
Section 315(c) of the Federal Election Cam-

paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(c)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(3)(A) The amount of each limitation es-
tablished under subsection (a) shall be ad-
justed as follows:

‘‘(i) For calendar year 1999, each such
amount shall be equal to the amount de-
scribed in such subsection, increased (in a
compounded manner) by the percentage in-
crease in the price index (as defined in sub-
section (c)(2)) for each of the years 1997
through 1998.

‘‘(ii) For calendar year 2003 and each fourth
subsequent year, each such amount shall be
equal to the amount for the fourth previous
year (as adjusted under this subparagraph),
increased (in a compounded manner) by the
percentage increase in the price index for
each of the four previous years.

‘‘(B) In the case of any amount adjusted
under this subparagraph which is not a mul-
tiple of $100, the amount shall be rounded to
the nearest multiple of $100.’’.

TITLE III—EXPANDING DISCLOSURE OF
CAMPAIGN FINANCE INFORMATION

SEC. 301. DISCLOSURE OF CERTAIN COMMUNICA-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any person who expends
an aggregate amount of funds during a cal-
endar year in excess of $25,000 for commu-
nications described in subsection (b) relating
to a single candidate for election for Federal
office (or an aggregate amount of funds dur-
ing a calendar year in excess of $100,000 for
all such communications relating to all such
candidates) shall file a report describing the
amount expended for such communications,
together with the person’s address and phone
number (or, if appropriate, the address and
phone number of the person’s principal offi-
cer).

(b) COMMUNICATIONS DESCRIBED.—A com-
munication described in this subsection is
any communication which is broadcast to
the general public through radio or tele-
vision and which mentions or includes (by
name, representation, or likeness) any can-
didate for election for Senator or for Rep-
resentative in (or Delegate or Resident Com-
missioner to) the Congress, other than any
communication which would be described in
clause (i), (iii), or (v) of section 301(9)(B) of
the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 if
the payment were an expenditure under such
section.

(c) DEADLINE FOR FILING.—A person shall
file a report required under subsection (a)
not later than 7 days after the person first
expends the applicable amount of funds de-
scribed in such subsection, except that in the
case of a person who first expends such an
amount within 10 days of an election, the re-
port shall be filed not later than 24 hours
after the person first expends such amount.
For purposes of the previous sentence, the
term ‘‘election’’ shall have the meaning
given such term in section 301(1) of the Fed-
eral Election Campaign Act of 1971.

(d) PLACE OF SUBMISSION.—Reports re-
quired under subsection (a) shall be submit-
ted—

(1) to the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, in the case of a communication involv-
ing a candidate for election for Representa-
tive in (or Delegate or Resident Commis-
sioner to) the Congress; and

(2) to the Secretary of the Senate, in the
case of a communication involving a can-
didate for election for Senator.

(e) PENALTIES.—Whoever knowingly fails
to—

(1) remedy a defective filing within 60 days
after notice of such a defect by the Secretary
of the Senate or the Clerk of the House of
Representatives; or

(2) comply with any other provision of this
section,
shall, upon proof of such knowing violation
by a preponderance of the evidence, be sub-
ject to a civil fine of not more than $50,000,
depending on the extent and gravity of the
violation.
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SEC. 302. REQUIRING MONTHLY FILING OF RE-

PORTS.
(a) PRINCIPAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES.—Sec-

tion 304(a)(2)(A)(iii) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C.
434(a)(2)(A)(iii)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(iii) monthly reports, which shall be filed
no later than the 20th day after the last day
of the month and shall be complete as of the
last day of the month, except that, in lieu of
filing the reports otherwise due in November
and December of the year, a pre-general elec-
tion report shall be filed in accordance with
clause (i), a post-general election report
shall be filed in accordance with clause (ii),
and a year end report shall be filed no later
than January 31 of the following calendar
year.’’.

(b) OTHER POLITICAL COMMITTEES.—Section
304(a)(4) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 434(a)(4)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(4)(A) In a calendar year in which a regu-
larly scheduled general election is held, all
political committees other than authorized
committees of a candidate shall file—

‘‘(i) monthly reports, which shall be filed
no later than the 20th day after the last day
of the month and shall be complete as of the
last day of the month, except that, in lieu of
filing the reports otherwise due in November
and December of the year, a pre-general elec-
tion report shall be filed in accordance with
clause (ii), a post-general election report
shall be filed in accordance with clause (iii),
and a year end report shall be filed no later
than January 31 of the following calendar
year;

‘‘(ii) a pre-election report, which shall be
filed no later than the 12th day before (or
posted by registered or certified mail no
later than the 15th day before) any election
in which the committee makes a contribu-
tion to or expenditure on behalf of a can-
didate in such election, and which shall be
complete as of the 20th day before the elec-
tion; and

‘‘(iii) a post-general election report, which
shall be filed no later than the 30th day after
the general election and which shall be com-
plete as of the 20th day after such general
election.

‘‘(B) In any other calendar year, all politi-
cal committees other than authorized com-
mittees of a candidate shall file a report cov-
ering the period beginning January 1 and
ending June 30, which shall be filed no later
than July 31 and a report covering the period
beginning July 1 and ending December 31,
which shall be filed no later than January 31
of the following calendar year.’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section
304(a) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 434(a)) is amended
by striking paragraph (8).

(2) Section 309(b) of such Act (2 U.S.C.
437g(b)) is amended by striking ‘‘for the cal-
endar quarter’’ and inserting ‘‘for the
month’’.
SEC. 303. MANDATORY ELECTRONIC FILING FOR

CERTAIN REPORTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 304(a)(11)(A) of

the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2
U.S.C. 434(a)(11)(A)) is amended by striking
the period at the end and inserting the fol-
lowing: ‘‘, except that the Commission shall
require the reports to be filed and preserved
by such means, format, or method, unless
the aggregate amount of contributions or ex-
penditures (as the case may be) reported by
the committee in all reports filed with re-
spect to the election involved (taking into
account the period covered by the report) is
less than $50,000.’’.

(b) PROVIDING STANDARDIZED SOFTWARE
PACKAGE.—Section 304(a)(11) of such Act (2
U.S.C. 434(a)(11)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as
subparagraph (D); and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(C) The Commission shall make available
without charge a standardized package of
software to enable persons filing reports by
electronic means to meet the requirements
of this paragraph.’’.
SEC. 304. WAIVER OF ‘‘BEST EFFORTS’’ EXCEP-

TION FOR INFORMATION ON OCCU-
PATION OF INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBU-
TORS.

Section 302(i) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 432(i)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘‘(i) When the treasurer’’
and inserting ‘‘(i)(1) Except as provided in
paragraph (2), when the treasurer’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply with re-
spect to information regarding the occupa-
tion or the name of the employer of any indi-
vidual who makes a contribution or con-
tributions aggregating more than $200 during
a calendar year (as required to be provided
under subsection (c)(3)).’’.

TITLE IV—EFFECTIVE DATE
SEC. 401. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act and the amendments made by
this Act shall apply with respect to elections
occurring after January 1999.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
amendment is not further debatable.

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
HUTCHINSON).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 147, noes 222,
answered ‘‘present’’ 61, not voting 4, as
follows:

[Roll No 404]

AYES—147

Aderholt
Allen
Archer
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barton
Bateman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Bono
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Buyer
Canady
Chabot
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Crapo
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
DeGette
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Ensign

Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fowler
Gekas
Gibbons
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goss
Graham
Granger
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hooley
Horn
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Jenkins
John
Johnson (WI)
Jones
Kennedy (RI)
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Klug
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Largent

Lewis (CA)
Linder
Livingston
Lucas
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McIntyre
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Packard
Pappas
Pastor
Paul
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pryce (OH)
Riggs
Riley
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Shaw
Shimkus

Shuster
Sisisky
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns

Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Turner
Upton
Wamp

Watkins
Watt (NC)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)

NOES—222

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Armey
Baesler
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bilbray
Bishop
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Borski
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cannon
Cardin
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
Deal
DeLay
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly

Ganske
Gejdenson
Gilchrest
Gilman
Goodling
Green
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hostettler
Houghton
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
LaFalce
Lantos
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (KY)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McHale
McInnis
McIntosh
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Metcalf
Miller (CA)
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella

Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Parker
Pascrell
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sanders
Sanford
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Skeen
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Souder
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watts (OK)
Weller
Wise
Woolsey
Yates
Young (FL)

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—61

Baldacci
Barcia
Blagojevich
Bonior
Brown (CA)
Capps
Carson
Clayton
Conyers

DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dooley
Engel
Etheridge
Filner
Ford

Frost
Furse
Gephardt
Gordon
Gutierrez
Hinojosa
Hoyer
Kilpatrick
Kucinich
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LaTourette
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Maloney (CT)
McDermott
McGovern
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Minge

Olver
Pallone
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Sabo
Sandlin
Sawyer
Sherman

Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Stenholm
Tanner
Tauscher
Torres
Velazquez
Waxman
Wexler
Wynn

NOT VOTING—4

Cunningham
Gonzalez

Inglis
McDade

b 1440

Messrs. HEFLEY, STUMP, PAXON,
CHRISTENSEN, and CALLAHAN
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. EVERETT, PITTS, WELDON
of Pennsylvania, SNOWBARGER,
WATT of North Carolina, and GOOD-
LATTE changed their vote from ‘‘no’’
to ‘‘aye.’’

Mr. FROST changed his vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘present.’’

Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr. WAMP
changed their vote from ‘‘present’’ to
‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Pursuant to House Resolution
442, the amendment in the nature of a
substitute No. 13 offered by the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS)
is finally adopted and shall be reported
to the House.

Under the rule, the Committee rises.
Accordingly the Committee rose, and

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BARRETT
of Nebraska) having assumed the chair,
Mr. EWING, Chairman pro tempore of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 2183) to amend
the Federal Election Campaign Act of
1971 to reform the financing of cam-
paigns for elections for Federal office,
and for other purposes, pursuant to
House Resolution 442, he reported the
bill back to the House with an amend-
ment adopted by the Committee of the
Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute adopted by the Committee of
the Whole? If not, the question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 252, noes 179,
not voting 3, as follows:

[Roll No. 405]

AYES—252

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor

Gilman
Gordon
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hefner
Hill
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Moakley
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Neal

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Petri
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Price (NC)
Quinn
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schumer
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thune
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
White
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOES—179

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Davis (VA)
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fossella
Fowler
Gibbons
Goode

Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Granger
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
Lucas
Manzullo
Martinez
McCollum
McCrery
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mink
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Pappas

Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Rahall
Redmond
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Traficant
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—3

Cunningham Gonzalez Inglis

b 1458

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 2183,
the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Connecti-
cut?

There was no objection.
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